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FOREWORD BY SHADD MARUNA 
 
The criminal justice system has numerous, competing goals, ranging from punishment to 
restitution, but one of the stated aims is to help prisoners turn their lives around and lead 
law-abiding lives. Considering the backgrounds that led many of them to prison in the first 
ƉůĂĐĞĂŶĚƚŚĞƐƚŝŐŵĂŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽĨŝŶĐĂƌĐĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƚŚŝƐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ?ĐĂůůĞĚ “ĚĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ
ĨƌŽŵĐƌŝŵĞ ?ďǇĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐƐ ?ŝƐĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐďƵƚĞĂƐǇ ?
 
Indeed, in no other aspect of life do we expect individuals to do what we expect ex-prisoners 
to do. No one expects someone to become a plumber without gaining some training, without 
some interaction with other plumbers. No one expects a person to just become a doctor or a 
football player or a computer programmĞƌŽŶŽŶĞ ?ƐŽǁŶ ?dŽůĞĂrn these roles, people need 
role models to teach us the tricks of the trade and guide us through the difficult transition 
involved. 
 
For some reason, however, we expect prisoners to know how to become successful ex-
ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ  “ŽŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŽǁŶ ? ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ĞǆƉŽƐŝŶŐ them to clear role models or mentors on this 
difficult journey. We may offer education, job training or therapeutic interactions in our 
prisons (although never enough), but little of this involves actual practice in the work of 
desistance or self-management. Indeed, for the most part, the prison experience is one of 
consistently ƌĞŵŽǀŝŶŐĂƉĞƌƐŽŶ ?ƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ?ƐŽĐŝĂůĂƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚƐĂŶĚĞǆƉŽƐƵƌĞƐƚŽůŝĨĞŝŶ
the real world.  
 
/ƚŝƐĨŽƌƚŚŝƐƌĞĂƐŽŶƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉƌĞŵŝƐĞďĞŚŝŶĚƚŚĞhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞŵŽĚĞů ? “KŶůǇŽĨĨĞŶĚers can stop 
ŽĨĨĞŶĚŝŶŐ ? ?ŝƐƐŽĐŽŵƉĞůůŝŶŐĂŶĚŝŶĐŽŶƚƌŽǀĞƌƚŝďůĞ ?Ɛ ĂŶĞǆ-prisoner once told me, desistance 
from crime is like a mine field, and the only safe way to get through a mine field is to walk in 
the footsteps of the person in front of you who made it out alive. User Voice understands this 
process intuitively in its work drawing on ex-prisoner leadership and peer-led mutual support.  
 
Perhaps the most creative and important aspects of the work of User Voice are the models 
for Prison and Community Councils. These formalised structures for the facilitation of 
dialogue between service users and prison or community-based criminal justice management 
about issues of collective concern are rehabilitative in the best sense of the word. Unlike 
other rehabilitative interventions, CŽƵŶĐŝů ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ŝƐ ŐĞŶƵŝŶĞůǇ  ‘ƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚ-ďĂƐĞĚ ? ĂƐ
ŽƉƉŽƐĞĚ ƚŽ ĨŽĐƵƐŝŶŐ ĞŶĚůĞƐƐůǇ ŽŶ ƚĂƌŐĞƚŝŶŐ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ? ĚĞĨŝĐŝƚƐ ? ŽƵŶĐŝůƐ ĂƐŬ ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ
ƉƌŽďĂƚŝŽŶĞƌƐŶŽƚƚŽďĞƉĂƐƐŝǀĞůǇ “ĐŽƌƌĞĐƚĞĚ ?ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚ ?ďƵƚƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŽĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞtheir 
own initiative, learning responsibility and leadership skills in an empowering and stigma-
countering role.  
 
The following report from a team of researchers from the University of Strathclyde, ARCS and 
the University of Cambridge (with consultation from some other leading criminologists 
working in this area, myself included) represents the first, large-scale independent, external 
evaluation of the User Voice Prison and Community Councils. As such, although preliminary in 
ŝƚƐ ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐ ? ƚŚĞ ZĞƉŽƌƚ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ Ă ĐƌƵĐŝĂů ŶĞǆƚ ƐƚĂŐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ?Ɛ
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work.  The goal of the Councils is to help create a culture or subculture supportive of the 
rehabilitative ideal. Although extremely noble, such a goal is also abstract and inherently 
difficult to measure concretely. So, the aim of the research was to determine the impact of 
these Councils on individual participants and on the services themselves as well as the wider 
social environment to the extent possible utilising the limited tools available to social science. 
 
/Ŷ ƚŚŝƐ ƌĞŐĂƌĚ ? ƚŚĞ ZĞƉŽƌƚ ?Ɛ ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐĂƌĞĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐŝŶŐƚŽ ƐĂǇ ƚŚĞ ůĞĂƐƚ ?ďƵƚĂůƐŽ ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚ ƚŚĞ
delicate line that User Voice needs to walk with this important work. Based on a large number 
of interviews with Council participants, prison and community-based staff and management, 
a survey of prisoners and probationers, a preliminary cost-benefit assessment and other 
methodological innovations, the Report outlines evidence that the Councils have increased 
the effectiveness and efficiency of the rehabilitative regimes inside and outside prison. Far 
more importantly, however, the Report also evidences increases in the levels of perceived 
legitimacy, trust, and respect between criminal justice personnel and the individuals they are 
meant to govern.  
 
Such findings are tremendously important. Researchers have long argued that the 
imprisonment process would largely be impossible without some level of cooperation and 
perceived legitimacy on the parts of those being imprisoned. Yet this is particularly true if the 
goal is rehabilitation, a difficult process in the best of circumstances, but certainly impossible 
to achieve in institutions where the rehabilitatees have no respect for the rehabilitators. To 
create a genuine rehabilitative subculture as can be found in some addiction recovery 
communities and elsewhere, staff and clients need to believe in the same goals, trust each 
ŽƚŚĞƌ ŝŶƚƵŝƚŝǀĞůǇ ? ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞ ĞĂĐŚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ?Ɛ ƐŚĂƌĞĚ ŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ ? ĂŶĚ ǁŽƌŬ ƚŽŐĞther in achieving 
rehabilitative ends. The evidence of this Report suggests that the User Voice Councils are an 
important step toward creating such an environment supportive of change even inside total 
institutions like prisons.  
 
Is there work still to be done and lessons to be learned regarding the delivery of this vision? 
Unquestionably  W otherwise, there would be no point in commissioning research like this. 
Improvement is always possible, but only likely when an organisation is willing to constantly 
question its accepted practices, and learn from mistakes. In particular, this Report suggests 
that User Voice Councils face a delicate task in terms of working with penal institutions and 
actors. If this engagement is too comfortable or too close, the councils can lose perceived 
legitimacy in the eyes of prisoners and potential participants. On the other hand, if Councils 
are too confrontational, they risk alienating prison and community staff and management, 
potentially generating resistance and resentment and undermining the very potential of the 
Councils to create mutual trusts. Subtle evidence of both types of risks can be found in this 
Report, and it is clear that the Councils need to tread carefully going forward in this regard, in 
order to thrive. 
 
As a side note, members of the interdisciplinary research team that undertook this difficult 
work have very appropriately been involved in some of the most important UK based 
ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŽŶ “ĐŽ-ƉƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐ ?ĚĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞĨƌŽŵĐƌŝŵĞ ?ƐĞĞĞ ?Ő ? ?ĂƌƌǇ ? ? ? ? ? tĞĂǀĞƌ ? ? ? ? ?). The 
ŝĚĞĂďĞŚŝŶĚƚŚŝƐ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ŝƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐĚŽŶŽƚĚĞƐŝƐƚ  “ŽŶƚŚĞŝƌŽǁŶ ?ĚĞƐƉŝƚĞ
ƚŚĞ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůŝƐŝŶŐ ƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐƌŝŵŝŶĂů ũƵƐƚŝĐĞ ƐǇƐƚĞŵ ŝŶƚŽ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů  “ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĞƐ ? ĂŶĚ
 “ĨĂŝůƵƌĞƐ ? ? ZĂƚŚĞƌ ? ĚĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ŝƐ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ ŵŽƌĞ ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ Ăs involving family, friends, 
communities, and ultimately all of us in interlocking webs and networks. If a medical 
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metaphor is necessary, then the promotion of desistance requires less by way of a 
ƉŚĂƌŵĂĐĞƵƚŝĐĂů “ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚ ?ŵŽĚĞůƚŚĂŶŝƚĚŽĞƐĂŶĞƉŝĚĞŵŝŽůŽgical or public health approach. 
ĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ? ůŝŬĞ ŽĨĨĞŶĚŝŶŐ ŝƚƐĞůĨ ?  “ƐƉƌĞĂĚƐ ? ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ Ă ĨĂŵŝůǇ ? Ă ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ? Ă ƉƌŝƐŽŶ Žƌ
indeed a society, and the goal of policy should be to promote and support these benign 
contagion effects.  
Partnerships such as those initiated by User Voice Councils do this important work by 
modelling and engaging individuals in the hard work required for successful reintegration 
against considerable odds for those coming out of prison.  I hope they spread like wildfire 
throughout the justice system.  
 
 
Shadd Maruna, Dean, Rutgers School of Criminal Justice 
Consultant 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
KEY FINDINGS 
 
x Prison and Community Councils offered a formalised structure to facilitate dialogue 
between service users and prison/Community Rehabilitation Company CRC 
management about issues of collective concern; 
x There was unanimous support for this unique model of Councils which  could improve 
the effectiveness and efficiency of services, develop personal and social skills, and 
enhance feelings of trust and respect between service users and those tasked with 
their care or rehabilitation; 
x Being user-led and independent from service provision is central to User Voice 
councils being credible, legitimate and able to hold service providers to account; 
x There was a general concern that Councils, and indeed User Voice more widely, could 
and should be more flexible in aims and scope so as to appeal to the rapidly changing 
settings and contexts within which prisons and CRCs currently operate; 
x There were mixed feelings about the level and intensity of involvement required by 
practitioners (prison officers and offender managers) within Councils, but their current 
ůĂĐŬŽĨŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚŚŝŶĚĞƌƐ ‘ďƵǇŝŶ ?ĂŶĚƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞƌŽůĞŽĨCouncils to their 
work; 
x Linked to the finding above, the majority of respondents suggested practitioners were 
at best ignorant of, and at worst resistant to the work of the Councils, but that better 
engagement by User Voice staff with these practitioners would enhance its credibility 
and sustainability within such traditionally hierarchical environments; 
x Motivation by service users in Prison Councils was driven by altruistic or moral 
concerns and a sense of belonging, whereas motivation by service users in Community 
Councils was more related to generativity and a sense of self-ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ? ‘>ĞĂǀŝŶŐĂ
ůĞŐĂĐǇ ?ĂŶĚŵĂŬŝŶŐĂdifference were implied in the vast majority of responses from 
participants about the purpose and value of Council membership; 
x The evaluation uncovered strong evidence that User Voice activities are highly cost-
effective  W indeed, these activities generate a range of cost-able benefits in relation to 
service provision and individual change among participants, which taken together far 
outstrip monthly and annual running costs of User Voice. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
User Voice commissioned Monica Barry and Beth Weaver of the University of Strathclyde  W in 
association with Mark Liddle, ARCS Ltd, Bethany Schmidt, University of Cambridge, and with 
input from Shadd Maruna, Rosie Meek, and Judy Renshaw - to assess the implementation, 
operation and short-term outcomes of the Council model of prisoner/service user 
participation/integration. These Prison and Community Councils were located in six prisons 
and three CRC areas across England, namely HM Prisons Durham and Northumberland and 
the Northumbria CRC; HM Prisons Oakwood and Birmingham and the Staffordshire and West 
Midlands CRC; and HM Prisons Wormwood Scrubs and Pentonville and the London CRC. 
These sites were at different stages of implementing Councils; some Prison Councils had only 
been operating for months whereas others had been operating for four or more years, and 
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the Community Councils had been operating for between a year and five years. These 
differences in stages of implementation - influenced as they were by the effects of systemic, 
organisational and operational changes heralded by the Transforming Rehabilitation agenda - 
necessarily affected the progression of the Council model and at the time of writing, the 
 ‘dŚƌŽƵŐŚ-The-'ĂƚĞ ? ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ƚŽ ŽĨĨĞƌ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝƚǇ ďĞtween Prison and Community council 
membership had not been fully implemented.  
 
The research had five objectives: 
 
1. to evaluate the effectiveness of the Councils in addressing the outcomes and goals 
delineated in the Theory of Change and participant journey; 
2. ƚŽ ĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞ ƚŚĞ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŽƵŶĐŝůƐ ŝŶ ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ ĐŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶĞƌƐ ? ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ĂŶĚ
priorities; 
3. to identify consistent and rigorous data collection methods across the projects and 
across time which can measure performance, impacts and outcomes as outlined in the 
Theory of Change; 
4. to evaluate the Council model and operational and administrative processes used; and 
5. to undertake a cost-benefit analysis of the pilots, in order to assess their ability to 
offer added value and efficiency to prisoner engagement and community 
reintegration. 
 
A total of 235 initial and follow-up questionnaires and 301 initial and follow-up 
Intermediate Outcomes Measurement Instruments (IOMIs) were completed by Council 
participants. These questionnaires, administered at regular intervals, sought scaled and 
open answers to questions around demographics, motivation to participate in Councils 
and levels of skills and personal development. The sample consisted of mainly white males 
in the 25-45 age group. 
 
Thirty four interviews were conducted with Council members and a further 34 interviews 
were conducted with User Voice, prison and CRC staff and senior managers. These 
interviews focused on the development and implementation of the Councils; areas of 
continuity and change in the operation and administration of the Councils; perceptions of 
the purpose and impacts of the Council activities; any barriers to effectiveness; and future 
aspirations for the Councils.   
 
THE IMPACT OF COUNCILS ON PARTICIPANTS 
 
All participants spoke very positively about the effectiveness of the Councils in building 
their personal and social skills, for example increasing confidence and self esteem as well 
as improving their skills at communication and problem solving. Many participants were 
skilled individuals in their own right before becoming involved in the criminal justice 
system, and indeed these skills and aptitudes may well have encouraged service users to 
link up with a Council whilst in prison or on supervision in the community. However, there 
is evidence that they perceived improvements in their abilities to negotiate with 
managers, to have a meaningful voice in influencing policy and practice within 
prisons/CRCs, to be able to help others going through the criminal justice system and to 
be motivated by seeing others improve their life chances following prison or community 
sentences. 
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The cost-benefit dimensions for User Voice impacts on individual participants were more 
difficult to quantify using the available data, but the interview feedback and the case 
study work in particular suggested positive (cost-able) impacts on areas such as offending 
and involvement in the criminal justice system, and on practical issues such as 
employment, substance misuse, and health.  
 
THE IMPACT OF COUNCILS ON POLICY AND PRACTICE 
 
Impacts of User Voice Councils on services, regimes and practices were widely recognised 
as being positive. The qualitative data revealed a range of operational outcomes 
associated directly with the User Voice Councils which ranged from, for example, the 
provision of in-cell phones in prison and improved provision and distribution of clothing to 
prisoners, to changes to waiting rooms and waiting times in CRC offices and 
improvements to induction processes for those on supervision in the community. 
 
The Councils were also deemed to contribute to a reduction in perceived barriers 
between professionals and prisoners/service users and indeed to improved 
worker/service user relationships, including a more participatory approach towards 
service design, development and delivery. The activities of the Councils also led to an 
improved quality of life and/or experience of services for prisoners and service users 
which also had the effect, in prisons at least, of creating the space for prison officers to 
work more proactively rather than reactively with prisoners. 
 
The findings from the evaluation also suggest that User Voice Councils have a positive 
impact on the manageability and perceived legitimacy of prison regimes, as well as 
reductions in problematic incidents/events in both prison and community settings. User 
Voice prisons have much more positive performance than comparator prisons in relation 
to levels of prisoner complaints for example, and in relation to changes in levels of 
adjudications, the analysis suggests that User Voice activity is associated with benefits of 
£535,999 across the five User Voice prisons where the team was able to undertake before 
and after rate comparisons (with comparators, during periods of User Voice operation). 
 
Similar differences were identified in relation to assaults on staff - if User Voice prisons 
had all performed in the way that their comparators had during the periods of interest, a 
further 480 assaults on staff would have taken place than actually did.   
 
dŚĞƌĞ ǁĂƐ ĂůƐŽ Ă ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ ŵŽǀĞ ĂǁĂǇ ĨƌŽŵ ŵĞƌĞ  ‘ƚŽƉ ĚŽǁŶ ? ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ Ă ŵŽƌĞ
ŝŶĐůƵƐŝǀĞ  ‘ďŽƚƚŽŵ ƵƉ ? ? ĐŽ-productive approach to improving services and resolving 
disputes between management and service users. This was particularly welcomed in the 
current era of rapid change resulting from the Transforming Rehabilitation initiative and in 
a climate of increased cuts to prison and CRC/probation budgets. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
ĞƐƉŝƚĞƚŚĞĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚŝĞƐŝŶ ‘ƉŝŶŶŝŶŐĚŽǁŶ ?ĐĂƵƐĞĂŶĚĞĨĨĞĐƚŝŶĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ
ǁŚŝĐŚĨŽĐƵƐŽŶŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůĂŶĚ ‘ƐŽĨƚ ?ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐŽĨĐŚĂŶŐĞ ?ƚŚŝƐƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶǁĂƐ
overwhelmingly positive about the philosophy, practice and outcomes of User Voice 
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ŽƵŶĐŝůƐ ?dŚĞ ‘ǀĂůƵĞĂĚĚĞĚ ?ŽĨƐƵĐŚŽƵŶĐŝůƐ ŝƐĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚďǇĚŝƌĞĐƚƵƐĞƌĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
(of both staff and Council members), its credibility with both service users and senior 
managers alike, its independence from statutory providers and its ability to hold such 
providers to account as well as to collaborate with them on negotiating improved 
outcomes and aspirations for service users. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The full report: 
Evaluation of the User Voice Prison and Community Councils 
can be obtained from: 
User Voice, 20 Newburn Street, London SE11 5PJ    Tel: 020 3137 7471 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 
 
/ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ/ ?ĚĂůǁĂǇƐŚĂǀĞĂůĂďĞů ?ďƵƚ/ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶĂďůĞƚŽŚĂǀĞĂĐŚŽŝĐĞĂŶĚĂǀŽŝĐĞ ? 
 
User Voice was established in 2009 as a user-led charitable organisation whose aim is to 
 ‘ĨŽƐƚĞƌĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƌƐĂŶĚƵƐĞƌƐƚŚĂƚŝƐŵƵƚƵĂůůǇďĞŶĞĨŝĐŝĂůĂŶĚƌĞƐƵůƚƐ
in better and more cost-ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?  ?hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ?  ? ? ? ? ? ? ůƚŚŽƵŐŚ Ă ƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůy new 
organisation, it has grown considerably in the last seven years, with a staff complement of 
50 (including some part time staff) and over 85 per cent of its staff are people with 
ĐŽŶǀŝĐƚŝŽŶƐŽƌ  ‘Ğǆ-ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌƐ ? ?hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ŝƐ ƚŚĞŽŶůǇƵƐĞƌ ůĞĚorganisation that works with 
and for marginalised individuals to enable their voices to be heard which, as this evaluation 
revealed, is of significant value to a range of stakeholders. Not only does User Voice offer 
consultancy and advocacy in designing and implementing projects to support vulnerable 
groups, it also sets up and runs Prison and Community Councils in order to foster more 
meaningful dialogue between service users and service providers so as to encourage 
changes to policy and practice which are agreed by and mutually beneficial to all 
stakeholders. 
 
1.1 LAYOUT OF THE REPORT 
 
ŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐƚŚĞĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐĂŝŵƐĂŶĚŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐĂŶĚŽƵƚůŝŶĞƐƚŚĞŵĞƚŚŽĚƐƵƐĞĚŝŶ
ƚŚĞ ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ ? ŚĂƉƚĞƌ  ? ĞǆƉůŽƌĞƐ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ŽƵŶĐŝů ŵŽĚĞů ?Ɛ
implementation and development whilst Chapters 4 and 5 present findings concerning 
individual impacts and impacts on services respectively, drawing closely on the outcomes 
described in the Theory of Change. Chapter 6 concludes the report by looking at the key 
themes emerging from the findings, notably in respect of the impacts on service users and 
service provision, and offers a discussion of the added value of User Voice and any potential 
threats to its future sustainability. This concluding chapter also offers some 
recommendations for future policy and practice. 
 
1.2 A SHIFTING PENAL LANDSCAPE 
 
The penal landscape in England and Wales has recently undergone a substantial 
transformation in its organisation and delivery and thus the way community-based services, 
and to a lesser extent prison services, are provided. ƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚďǇƚŚĞ:ƵƐƚŝĐĞŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞ ?Ɛ
(4
th
 March 2015 HC 60-66) Ninth Report Prisons: Planning and Policies
1
, Prisons in England 
and Wales have witnessed the introduction of budget cuts and the prison unit cost 
programme, also referred to as benchmarking costs. This has manifested in the 
ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ŶĞǁǁĂǇƐŽĨǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ?ŝŶǀŽůǀŝŶŐƉƌŝƐŽŶĐůŽƐƵƌĞƐĂŶĚĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŽďŽƚŚƚŚĞ
prison regime and staffing (see also HC Deb 8 November 2012 Col 45WS). 
 
The  ‘dƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵŝŶŐZĞŚĂďŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ ? initiative which the Conservative-led government put out 
to consultation in 2013, outlined how offenders would be managed in the community in 
England and Wales, involving - from early 2015 - the disbandment of the Probation Trusts 
and their replacement with a National Probation Service (which now deals with the 
                                                     
1
 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmselect/cmjust/309/30906.htm 
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approximately one third of service users who are high risk). The market was opened up to a 
diverse range of service providers, extending provision beyond what had traditionally been 
the province of the public sector to include voluntary and private sectors at the local as well 
as national level. In so doing, 21 multi-sectoral Community Rehabilitation Companies (CRCs) 
were established and they are responsible for the management of the remaining two thirds 
of low to medium risk offenders in the community, including those released from short 
prison sentences of less than 12 months. With the introduction of community supervision 
for this group of short term prisoners, a nationǁŝĚĞ ‘ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞƉƌŝƐŽŶŐĂƚĞ ?ƌĞƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚ
service was put in place, meaning that most people sentenced to less than 12 months in 
custody are held in a prison designated to their area for at least three months before 
release and are given continuous support by a single provider from custody through to 
community (Ministry of Justice, 2013).   
 
User Voice responded to these changes with a user-led consultation on the Transforming 
ZĞŚĂďŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞ ?ƐŽƚŚĂƚ ‘ ?d ?he inclusion of service user input during all stages of the 
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽĨƌĞĨŽƌŵŝŶŐƌĞŚĂďŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?ǁĂƐĞŶƐƵƌĞĚ  ?hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ ?  ? ? ? ? ? ? /ƚƐdŚĞŽƌǇŽĨ
Change model of Prison and Community Councils (see below) was deemed a necessary 
ǀĞŚŝĐůĞƚŽǁĂƌĚƐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐƚŚĞdƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵŝŶŐZĞŚĂďŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ ‘ƌĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶ ? ?ŶŽƚůĞĂƐƚŝŶŽĨĨĞƌŝŶŐ
an alternative and cost-effective means of co-producing
2
 the envisaged changes. It was in 
this climate of rapid change accompanied by proposed budget cuts and an emphasis on 
more cost effective services that User Voice Councils were implemented in London, 
Staffordshire and West Midlands and the North East. These Prison and Community Councils 
were located in six prisons and three CRC areas across England, namely HM Prisons Durham 
and Northumberland and the Northumbria CRC; HM Prisons Oakwood and Birmingham and 
the Staffordshire and West Midlands CRC; and HM Prisons Wormwood Scrubs and 
Pentonville and the London CRC. These specific areas were chosen because they offered 
continuity of Councils between prison and community and thus enabled User Voice to pilot 
the Through-The-Gate approach. These Councils were warmly welcomed by the respective 
service providers who recognised the value and capacity of the Council model in 
contributing to the development of more efficient and effective systems and services which 
listened to and harnessed the views and experiences of those involved in the criminal justice 
ƐǇƐƚĞŵ ? ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŚƵŵĂŶ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ ?  ‘ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ ŵŽƌĞ
effective when they deploy the intelligence, wisdom, and judgment of all of their members, 
ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ ƚŚŽƐĞ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĨƌŽŶƚ ůŝŶĞƐ Q ŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚ ďƌŝŶŐƐ Ă ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ ĂŶĚ ďƵǇƐ
ůŽǇĂůƚǇ ?ĚĞĚŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĂŶĚĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ ? ?dŽĐŚ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ?ƐĞĞĂůƐŽ>ŝŬĞƌƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?ǇůŝƐƚĞŶŝŶŐƚŽ
the voices of prisoners and service users, and by collaboratively negotiating change through 
sustained dialogue, prisons and CRCs can reorganise and improve their service and regime 
procedures, which could result in cost-saving measures and the elimination of redundant or 
underutilised services, all while increasing user and staff satisfaction and contributing to 
                                                     
2
 Co-ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ƌĞĨĞƌƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ  ‘ǀĂůƵĞ ĐŽƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ ďǇ ƚǁŽ Žƌ ŵŽƌĞ ĂĐƚŽƌƐ Q ǁŚĞƌĞ ďŽƚŚ ŵĂŬĞ ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂů
ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐ ?  ?ŽǀĂŝƌĚ ?  ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ? ? ? ƌŝŬƐƐŽŶ  ? ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ƌĞůĂƚĞĚůǇ ƐƚƌĞƐƐĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů
components of co-ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ĂƌĞ ƚŚĂƚ  ‘ƚŚĞ ƵƐĞƌ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ service is conceived as part of the service delivery, 
[that] there is a close interaction between staff and service users, and the focus is on outcomes rather than 
ŵĞƌĞůǇ ‘ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ? [emphasis added]. Co-production has been employed as a strategy to streamline and enhance 
public services for several decades, though this model of service user engagement has yet to be properly 
utilised within the criminal justice system (Weaver, 2011; Weaver and McCulloch 2012). 
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ƐŚĂƌĞĚ ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ ĂƐ ? ĨŽƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ? ĚĞůŝŶĞĂƚĞĚ ŝŶ hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ?Ɛ dŚĞŽƌǇ ŽĨ ŚĂŶŐĞ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ
below.  
 
1.3 PRISON COUNCILS: A BRIEF OVERVIEW3 
 
The aim of prisons has historically been to withhold liberty, maintain security and uphold 
social order, making them primarily coercive environments. This deprivation of liberty and 
autonomy has included the denial of a legitimate voice for prisoners in relation to prison 
conditions and treatment and yet, since the early 1990s, following the Strangeways Prison 
riots and informed by the subsequently published Woolf Report, local prison managers have 
recognised the need to establish legitimacy and encourage cooperation amongst prisoners.  
 
They [prisoners] should be able to contribute to and be informed of the way things 
are run. This is a matter of common sense as well as of justice. If prisoners have a 
greater understanding of what is happening to them in prison and why, they are less 
likely to be aggrieved and become disaffected. This should, in turn, improve relations 
between staff and prisoners (Woolf, 1991, quoted in Solomon and Edgar, 2004: 3). 
 
Although prisons in England and Wales have utilised various forms of service user 
involvement, including councils for several decades, centrally, the Prison Service in England 
and Wales has, heretofore, been resistant to a national policy on this form of engagement. 
Additionally, little empirical research has been conducted on their value to prisoners, 
institutional dynamics ? Žƌ ŽǀĞƌĂůů ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ? ^ŽůŽŵŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĚŐĂƌ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ? ƐƚƵĚǇ ǁĂƐ ĂŶ
exception, sampling seven prisons across England which had active prison-based councils. 
These authors suggested that despite the potential for such councils to create tensions 
between staff and prisoners and between prisoners themselves, the key features of the 
councils were to act as a sounding board for policy recommendations and prisoner 
concerns; improved communication and targeting of need; and an overall reduction in 
tensions resulting ĨƌŽŵƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ?ƵŶƌĞƐŽůǀĞĚŐƌŝĞǀĂŶĐĞƐ ?dŚĞǇĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƚŚĂƚcouncils can 
give prisoners a crucial voice/influence; they can provide essential feedback to management 
on policy changes; they can engender a greater sense of responsibility/advocacy amongst 
prisoners; and they can promote active citizenship and successful rehabilitation.  
 
1.4 USER VOICE COUNCILS 
 
hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ ?ƐWƌŝƐŽŶĂŶĚŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇŽƵŶĐŝůƐ ?ĨŝƌƐƚƐĞƚƵƉŝŶ ? ? ? ?ĂŶĚ ? ? ? ?ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ?ĂƌĞ
premised on a Theory of Change (see Figure 1 below) which identifies key activities and 
outputs involving prisoners and those subject to community supervision in association with 
service providers, namely prison governors/directors/prison staff and CRC chief 
executives/practitioners. The aim of the Councils is to increase engagement between service 
users and those tasked with their care, supervision and rehabilitation; to increase service 
ƵƐĞƌƐ ?ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĂŶĚƐŬŝůůs development, access to positive role models and opportunities for 
civic engagement; and to work towards greater [cost] effectiveness of services designed to 
reduce re-offending and improve the life chances of people with convictions. 
                                                     
3
 This section provides an overview of prison councils only, since community councils per se did not exist until 
introduced by User Voice (see Chapter 3 below). 
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Core features of the Council model include democratic inclusion, increased communication 
and dialogue, relational dynamics, future-oriented thinking, and a commitment to collective 
objectives; features typically lacking in the penal system. Additionally important is the 
undeƌƉŝŶŶŝŶŐǀĂůƵĞƐŽĨĐŝǀŝůŝƚǇ ?ŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ ?ƚŚĞƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐĂƐ ‘ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞ
civic restoration of ex-offenders back into the community. The Council supports those 
involved and those affected to organise and articulate their concerns and frustrations in a 
solution-focused dialogue with both prison and CRC staff.  
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Figure 1: The User Voice Theory of Change 
 
 
 
hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ?Ɛ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚǇ ?  ‘KŶůǇ ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌƐ ĐĂŶ ƐƚŽƉ ƌĞ-ŽĨĨĞŶĚŝŶŐ ? ?
communicates the importance of personal choice and individual responsibility in behaviour 
and action, while the broader ethos of support through advocacy and a solution-focused 
approach to problem-ƐŽůǀŝŶŐĚŝƌĞĐƚƐƚŚĞŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂŶĚŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ ?dŚŝƐďĂůĂŶĐĞ
could be considered crucial in aiding people through the desistance process by meaningfully 
engaging their voices to enhance a system often found to further isolate those subject to it. 
User Voice and its Council model have value for enhancing prison/CRC standards, legitimacy 
and administrative effectiveness, and ensuring the Prison Service is indeed in line with its 
duty ƚŽůŽŽŬĂĨƚĞƌƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ‘ǁŝƚŚŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇĂŶĚŚĞůƉƚŚĞŵůĞĂĚůĂǁ-abiding and useful lives 
ŝŶ ĐƵƐƚŽĚǇ ĂŶĚ ĂĨƚĞƌ ƌĞůĞĂƐĞ ?  ?,D WƌŝƐŽŶ ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ ?  ? ? ?    dŚĞ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ĂŶĚ ƉƌĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ
creating an informed citizenry, or population, to be reintegrated through-the-gate back into 
society has great potential for restructuring penal culture, rehabilitation, increasing civic 
participation, and the promotion of desistance. 
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What is particularly distinctive about the User Voice Council model is the emphasis placed 
not just on outcomes, but on processes of engagement and its impact on those engaged. 
While the User Voice Council model has not previously been subject to rigorous evaluation, 
the outcomes from the evaluation of the early pilot of the Council model conducted across 
three prisons on the Isle of Wight are positive, particularly in terms of prisoner participation 
in the process, which comprised 58 per cent of prisoners in Albany, 52 per cent in Camp Hill, 
and 51 per cent in Parkhurst (see User Voice, 2010). User Voice (2010) reports that at the 
Albany site, during the pilot period, there was a 37 per cent reduction in complaints from 
prisoners and at Parkhurst the number of segregation days reduced from 160 to 47 days, 
which they suggest may be indicative of a reduction in prisoner dissatisfaction and tensions. 
User Voice (2010) found that its model required some adaptation to reflect the challenges 
presented by prisons populated by short sentence prisoners and, by inference, the 
continuation of those challenges on release. The evaluation found that at Camp Hill, the 
high turnover of prisoners meant that continuity and discussion were constrained. 
Notwithstanding this, both prison staff and prisoners identified a number of benefits of 
prison Councils. Prisoners identified that the Councils were a mechanism for their voices to 
be heard, and as a means through which to gain access to staff and management structures, 
exchange information and improve both communication and transparency in decision-
making. User Voice (2010) indicated that while there were limited examples of significant 
changes, a number of smaller changes had been realised, including changes to family visiting 
arrangements, shifts in prisoners' earnings, food choices, and other domiciliary issues. 
 
Despite the support of governors and senior officers, that research suggested there was 
considerable scepticism in the early stages about the use of Councils, particularly among 
prison officers. This seems to relate to issues of power  W for example, that Councils might 
ŵĞĂŶƚŚĂƚƐƚĂĨĨĂƌĞďĞŝŶŐ ‘ŵĂŶĂŐĞĚ ?ďǇƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐŽƌƚŚĂƚƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞŵŽƌĞĂĐĐĞƐƐ
to senior staff than prison officers did. Others saw Councils as a senior management 
imposition, which emphasised the need for User Voice to engage more effectively with 
prison officers about the potential benefits of the Council model in the early stages, to 
support their 'buy in'. The benefits identified by staff included the reduction of conflict and 
tensions, and thus improvements in the management, engagement, and education of 
prisoners and the redistribution of resources. 
 
Possibly the most robust evidence on the User Voice Prison Council model undertaken to 
date is by Schmidt (2013, 2014) who identified four main areas in which change was 
effected:  
 
1. Prisoner ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐ P  ‘&ŽƌŵĂŶǇƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ? ƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝůĂŶĚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ŝƚĂƐƐŝƐƚĞĚ
them in conceptualising a positive and productive identity with future-oriented 
ĂƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?^ĐŚŵŝĚƚ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ?ĂŶĚƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚĂŶŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇƚŽƚƌĂŶƐĐĞŶĚƚŚĞ
label of prisoner/offender. 
2. Staff-ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ P  ‘ǁĞƌĞ ƌĞĨŽƌŵƵůĂƚĞĚ ŽŶ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ ůĞǀĞůƐ ŽĨ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ
and trust, and many developed long-term faith that these relations would continue 
to get better, aided by the collaborative work needed to sustain the Counciů ?  ?ŝďŝĚ ?
p.13). 
3. tĞůůďĞŝŶŐ P  ‘ ?d ?ŚĞ ŽƵŶĐŝů ĞŶĂďůĞĚ ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ƚŽ ĨĞĞůŵŽƌĞ ƐĞĐƵƌĞ ĂŶĚ ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ŝŶ ĂŶ
often unstable atmosphere, lessening tensions, anxiety, and increasing overall 
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ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐŽĨǁĞůůďĞŝŶŐ ? ?ŝďŝĚ ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ?ĂŶĚƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚĂĨĨĞ ƚŝǀĞŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐƐƵĐŚĂƐĂ sense 
of self-worth, pride, usefulness, confidence and increased maturity. 
4. ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ P  ‘ ? ?Ǉ ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŝŶŐ Ă ŽƵŶĐŝů ƚŚĂƚ ĂůůŽǁĞĚ ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞĚ
through constructive dialogue, efforts centred on community betterment allowed a 
sense of collective responsibility to be developed. This created an environment of 
ŝŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ ? ĂŶĚ ŝŵƉĂĐƚĞĚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ǁŝĚĞƌ ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ?  ?ŝďŝĚ ? ƉƉ ? ? ?-13). 
This in turn strengthens systemic legitimacy through fair proceedings and justifiable 
decision-making. 
 
1.5 THE USER VOICE MODEL IN PRACTICE 
 
As previously acknowledged, different establishments in different areas were at different 
stages of the implementation process; some Prison and Community Councils were in the 
early stages of being established, others had been operating for a number of years. Table 1 
ďĞůŽǁ ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ ƚŚĞƐĞ ǀĂƌǇŝŶŐ ƐƚĂƌƚ ƚŝŵĞƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ŽƵŶĐŝůƐ ? ďĞĂƌŝŶŐ ŝŶ ŵŝŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ Ă  ‘start 
ĚĂƚĞ ? ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ĨŝǆĞĚ ŝŶ ƐƚŽŶĞ ŐŝǀĞŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚƵĂů ĂŶĚĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ ďĞĨŽƌĞ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ
official Council meeting is held. 
 
Table 1: Approximate start dates for User Voice Councils under study 
Project Approximate start date 
Staffordshire and West Midlands CRC August, 2014 
Northumbria CRC January, 2012 
London CRC March, 2011 
  
HMP Northumberland May, 2014  
HMP Durham November, 2014  
HMP Oakwood March, 2014  
HMP Birmingham September, 2012  
HMP Pentonville April, 2014  
HMP Wormwood Scrubs September, 2014  
 
The Prison Council model preceded the development of the Community Council model and, 
while reflecting the different context but retaining a largely similar framework to the Prison 
Council, some modifications to the Community Council model were made. In particular, 
there is no election process: Community Councils are established through a consultative 
process which includes the distribution and analysis of questionnaires and service user focus 
ŐƌŽƵƉƐĂŶĚǁŚŝĐŚĐƵůŵŝŶĂƚĞƐŝŶ ‘ĐŽ-production between us and the Z ? ?hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ^ƚĂĨĨ).  
 
There is some further variation in how the Councils operate both within and across different 
ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĂƌĞĂƐ ? ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĞǆŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ ŽĨ  ‘ƌĞƉ ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ? ?  ‘ƐƵƌŐĞƌŝĞƐ ? ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞŵĂƚŝĐ
 ‘ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐŐƌŽƵƉƐ ?ŝŶĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŽƵŶĐŝůƐĞƚƚŝŶŐƐĚĞƉĞŶĚŝŶŐŽŶƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐƐƵĐŚĂƐ
geographical spread and population diversity as well as the turnover of different prison 
populations. 
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I think the model possibly is slightly different or slightly tweaked in every 
ƉƌŝƐŽŶ QǇŽƵ ?ǀĞŐŽƚƚŽǁŽƌŬǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇ QƚŚĞŐĞŶĞƌĂůĚĞŵŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐ Qŝƚ ?ƐĂůǁĂǇƐ ?
I suppose, in some type of flux depending on who you have on the Council at the 
time. So the modeůŝƐ Qŝƚ ?ƐĂŐƵŝĚĞ ?ŝĨǇŽƵůŝŬĞ QǇŽƵ ?ǀĞŐŽƚƚŽďĞŽƉĞŶƚŽĂůŝƚƚůĞďŝƚŽĨ
tweaking here and there because different jails are gonna want different things 
(User Voice Staff). 
 
 ‘^ƵƌŐĞƌŝĞƐ ? ƚĂŬĞ ƉůĂĐĞ ŝŶ ďŽƚŚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ĂŶĚ ŝŶĨŽƌŵ ƚŚĞ
development of proposals that are the subject of the Council meetings - although the 
precise process through which this occurs differs between different CRCs. Essentially, 
however: 
 
ƚƚŚĞƐƵƌŐĞƌŝĞƐ ?hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞƐƚĂĨĨĂŶĚǀŽůƵŶƚĞĞƌƐ ‘ĂƐŬƚŚĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌƐ ?ǁŚĂt do you 
ƚŚŝŶŬĐŽƵůĚďĞŚĞůƉĨƵůƚŽŵĂŬĞǇŽƵƌůŝĨĞĞĂƐŝĞƌďĞŝŶŐŽŶƉƌŽďĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?ŶĚǁĞǁƌŝƚĞŝƚ
up in our proposal (User Voice Staff). 
 
User Voice Engagement Team Members attend meetings usually once a week with Council 
members but are also in close contact with them at other times, both in prison and in the 
community. Meetings with the Governor/Director or CRC Chief Officer once a month take 
the form of a relatively democratic, structured discussion in which the proposals, which are 
oriented to addressing collective issues and proposing solutions, are negotiated and ensuing 
ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŐƌĞĞĚ ?  ‘>ŝŬĞ ĂŶǇ ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƚŝĐ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ?  ?WƌŝƐŽŶ KĨĨŝĐĞƌ), the manner in which these 
proposals are selected is achieved through a process of discussion and negotiation and 
 ‘ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚ ?ƐĂĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƚŝĐƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ ?ƚŚĞŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇ ?ǁĞŐŽǁŝƚŚŝƚ ? ?ŝďŝĚ ? ?dŚĞĂŐƌĞĞĚƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ
are thereafter discussed at the monthly Council meetings which are usually chaired by the 
Governor/Director or CRC Chief Executive Officer or their nominated representative and can 
include a diverse range of affected and interested parties depending on the proposals 
submitted to the meeting. 
 
1.6 THE USER VOICE THROUGH-THE-GATE COUNCIL MODEL  
  
There is currently a lacking vision, within a criminal ũƵƐƚŝĐĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ?ŽĨĂ ‘ƐĞĂŵůĞƐƐƚƌĂŶƐŝƚŝŽŶ ?
from prison to community for released prisoners, although both prison and Community 
Rehabilitation Company senior managers are aware of the need for better communication 
and collaboration in that regard (see Chapter 3). Indeed, Through-The-Gate type initiatives 
are being set up within certain CRCs currently, which recognise an increasing awareness of 
the need for continuity of service between prison and community, but such initiatives are in 
their infancy. 
 
Since its inception, User Voice has refined and developed its Council model to include a 
Through-The-Gate approach which enables Council members to be recruited, trained and 
elected in Prison Councils and continue this role on release into Community Councils. Prison 
Council members in local resettlement prisons, or in prisons which also have a Community 
Council equivalent, can thus be linked to a Community Council in those areas, and be 
offered informal staff, volunteer and peer support in that process of transition.   
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The original aim of this evaluation was to assess the implementation, operation and short-
term outcomes of the Through-The-Gate Council model of prisoner/service user 
participation/integration in the six prisons and three CRC areas under study. It was felt 
important that there was continuity of care in the transition from prison to community, not 
least given the rapidly changing environment resulting from the Transforming Rehabilitation 
agenda. The Through-The-Gate model was premised on the need to provide a Community 
Council within the community where the Prison Councils were operational so that Prison 
Council members could, if they wanted, have a smoother transition between Prison and 
Community Council. However, User Voice has found it difficult to fully implement a 
Through-The-Gate model of Council participation, partly because of where it currently 
operates Prison Councils (which are not always local resettlement prisons) and Community 
Councils (which are not always located in the same geographical area as the Prison 
Councils). These differences in stages of implementation, to greater or lesser degrees 
affected by the effects of systemic, organisational and operational changes heralded by the 
Transforming Rehabilitation agenda, have necessarily affected the progression of the 
Through-The-Gate Council model at this time. This original model would also seem less 
effective, operationally, given the lack of staff continuity between prisons and CRCs 
ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĨĂĐƚ ƚŚĂƚƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌ  ‘ĐŚƵƌŶ ? ƚŽĂ ĐĞƌƚĂin extent discourages a smooth and 
well planned transition from custody to community. While User Voice has nevertheless 
helped several individuals to make a smoother transition from prison on release because of 
the availability of a Community Council in a ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌ ?Ɛ ůŽĐĂů ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ? ƚŚŝƐ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ
sporadic
4
 and perhaps not in the systematic way envisaged by the Through-The-Gate model 
to date. Current arrangements thus preclude a systematic evaluation of User Voice Councils 
based on the Through-The-Gate model. 
 
Once the Transforming Rehabilitation agenda becomes more established, it is undoubtedly 
the case that service providers both in prisons and in the community will seek to offer a 
ŵŽƌĞ  ‘ƐĞĂŵůĞƐƐ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ? ƚŽ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƵƐĞƌƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŚŽƉĞ ŽĨ ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐŝŶŐ ƌĞŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ
desistance. Scoping interview respondents were unanimous in their positive response to the 
Through-The-Gate User Voice Council model which was considered particularly innovative, 
and indeed essential to rehabilitation: 
 
tŚĞŶƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌƐĂƌĞƌĞůĞĂƐĞĚĨƌŽŵƉƌŝƐŽŶ ?ŝƚ ?ƐĂƌĞĂůĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůƚŝŵĞ QĂŶĚŝĨƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞ
ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞWƌŝƐŽŶŽƵŶĐŝů QƐĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŝŽŶ ĨƌŽŵĚŽŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ  Qthe fact 
that there is support available for them when they come through the gate is 
ŝŶĐƌĞĚŝďůǇŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ?/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇŽƵŶĐŝůƐ ?ƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞŐŽƚ
ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĚŽ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĚĂǇ ? ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞ ŐŽƚ Ă ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ ? Ă ƌĞĂƐŽŶ ƚŽ ŐĞƚ ƵƉ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ
morniŶŐ ?ĂŶĚďĞŝŶŐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞŝƌƉĞĞƌƐ ?ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞĚŽŝŶŐƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀĞ ?
they feel valued, they feel listened to (Scoping interview 5). 
 
Equally, it was felt important by some stakeholders to establish closer links between prison 
and community more generally. It was suggested that greater collaboration between Prison 
and Community Councils would strengthen the case for a Through-The-Gate model of 
                                                     
4
 Only one of the community respondents in this evaluation could be considered a quasi Through-the-Gate 
participant. He first encountered User Voice and began engaging with the Council during his few months in 
one of the prisons under study. He was then transferred to another prison which did not have a council, but 
joined the Community Council almost immediately after being released. 
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working, but logistically, the Community Councils would have to go to the Prison Councils, 
rather than vice versa. Despite an acknowledgement that the model used in prisons could 
not be replicated in the community because of different settings and cultures, greater 
collaboration between the two would enable the sharing of success stories and issues which 
could encourage each Council to learn from the other, thus paving the way for the Through-
The-Gate model to become more established. 
 
CHAPTER TWO: THE RESEARCH  ? METHODS AND IMPLEMENTATION 
 
2.1 THE RESEARCH TEAM 
 
In order to undertake an evaluation of the User Voice Prison and Community Councils,  User 
Voice commissioned Monica Barry and Beth Weaver of the University of Strathclyde, in 
association with Mark Liddle, ARCS Ltd and Bethany Schmidt, University of Cambridge, and 
with input from Shadd Maruna, Rosie Meek, and Judy Renshaw. The research took place 
between May 2014 and March 2016.  
 
2.2 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION 
 
The aim of the evaluation was to assess the implementation, operation and short-term 
outcomes of the User Voice Prison and Community Councils which were being implemented 
in six prisons and three CRC
 
areas across England.  The research had five objectives: 
 
1. to evaluate the effectiveness of the project in addressing the outcomes and goals 
delineated in the Theory of Change and participant journey; 
2. ƚŽ ĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞ ƚŚĞ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ŝŶ ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ ĐŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶĞƌƐ ? ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ĂŶĚ
priorities; 
3. to identify consistent and rigorous data collection methods across the projects and 
across time which can measure performance, impacts and outcomes as outlined in 
the Theory of Change; 
4. to evaluate the Council model and operational and administrative processes used in 
the project; and 
5. to undertake a cost-benefit analysis of the pilots, in order to assess their ability to 
offer added value and efficiency to prisoner engagement and community 
reintegration. 
 
2.3 METHODS 
 
The research team used a mix of qualitative and quantitative methods of data collection. 
The intention to triangulate the data
5
 was particularly important given the sensitivity of the 
data collected within both prison and CRC environments and the resultant likelihood that 
ƐƵĐŚ ĚĂƚĂ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚ ƚŽ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ? tĞ ǁĞƌĞ ĂůƐŽ ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨĂĐƚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ  ‘ƐŽĨƚ ?
outcomes delineated in the Theory of Change model (for example, increased confidence or 
self-esteem) were not easily measurable other than through eliciting perceived changes 
                                                     
5
 ĞŶǌŝŶ  ? ? ? ? ? ?ĐŽŝŶĞĚƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ  ‘ƚƌŝĂŶŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƚŽŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚ ƚŚĞŶĞĞĚƚŽŐĂƚŚĞƌĚĂƚĂ ĨƌŽŵĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĞŵƉŝƌŝĐĂů
sources so as to determine or increase the accuracy of each dataset. 
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over time (using waves of questionnaires) or through narrative data from those involved in 
the Councils. The following methods thus proved helpful in combination in order to gain an 
ŽǀĞƌĂůůƐĞŶƐĞŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐĂĐƚƵĂůĂŶĚƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐŽĨhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞCouncils. 
 
1. A review of the literature on user involvement in criminal justice services, Council 
models, co-production and desistance. This review informed the development of the 
research instruments, measurement tools, the analytical framework and the conclusions 
and recommendations. 
 
2. Scoping interviews with key project implementers/advisors were conducted between 
May-June 2014 in order to gather feedback from key staff and other representatives 
concerning the history of the Councils, their intended outcomes as delineated in the Theory 
of Change, and on the Council model itself and its operational and administrative processes. 
Five key stakeholders involved in or advising on the implementation of the pilot Councils 
were interviewed, comprising two prison governors/directors, a User Voice Senior 
Management Team member, a senior independent researcher, and a CRC Chief Executive 
Officer. These individuals were recommended to the team by User Voice as having 
knowledge of the rationale for, or the operation of, User Voice Councils. 
 
3. Collection of official aggregate data and key performance indicators  W including 
information from prisons on adjudications, assaults on staff/prisoners, use of force and 
complaints, and information from CRCs on offender programmes, future employment 
opportunities and breach rates. The purpose of accessing this information was to allow the 
research team to assess User Voice impacts on the efficiency and manageability of service 
provision in relevant prisons and CRCs, which are highlighted in the User Voice Theory of 
Change. Information concerning most of the above measures in respect of previous years 
had already been accessed by the team at the start of the research period, but a second 
tranche of data was requested toward the end of the research covering the period between 
September 2012 and December 2015 for the six prisons under study (Birmingham, Durham, 
Northumberland, Oakwood, Pentonville and Wormwood Scrubs) and the three CRC areas 
under study (London, Northumbria and Staffordshire and West Midlands). Throughout this 
report, these areas have been anonymised under Areas A, B and C. 
 
Further to that request, the team was granted access via the NOMS Performance Hub
6
 to a 
wide range of current indicators.  Datasets were downloaded relating to 24 prison metrics, 
and 34 relating to CRC operations.  Further details concerning the analysis of this material 
are provided in Chapter 5. 
 
4. Advising and assisting User Voice project staff on data collection and the design and use 
of monitoring and evaluation strategies/tools. ARCS liaised closely with User Voice staff to 
construct a secure database for use as a resource by designated User Voice team members 
which can be accessed both centrally and remotely. The database has key forms for  ‘core 
                                                     
6
 In order to make central performance and related data accessible to the full range of individuals who might 
require it (including outside researchers), NOMS set up the Performance Hub to house a wide variety of data 
concerning key performance indicators and other documentation.  The Hub is web-based and can be accessed 
by anyone who has applied for and been granted relevant clearance and login credentials to access the 
material. 
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data ? (which varies by type of project that the participant might be involved in, but includes 
about two dozen fields for identifying details); progression through projects (including 
details about numbers of sessions/hours of involvement, start and finish dates with reasons, 
etc); and specific questionnaires for measuring individual progress (such as initial and 
follow-up versions of the User Voice Personal Development Record, or PDR, but also IOMI, if 
User Voice decides to keep using that instrument). The web-based version also has a facility 
for entering data relating to non-client-based material, such as that generated by User 
sŽŝĐĞ ?Ɛ ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ƐƵƌǀĞǇƐ  ?ǁŚŝĐŚ ŐĂƚŚĞƌ WƌĞ- and Post-Council feedback from both 
service users and staff). A separate section for centralising details about  ‘achievements ? is 
also incorporated. 
 
5. Collection of self-completion questionnaire data from prisoner and service user Council 
members in order to generate wide-ranging feedback concerning service user backgrounds, 
expectations, experiences and individual progress. This involved the use of two self-
completion questionnaires (which were designed specifically by the research team for this 
purpose and administered near the start of the research or near the start of a 
ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌ ?ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƵƐĞƌ ?Ɛ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚ - the initial questionnaire, and at the end of the 
fieldwork period  W the follow-up questionnaire)7 and the use of follow up Intermediate 
Outcomes Measurement Instruments (IOMIs), which offer a more nuanced measure of 
change over time in key dimensions associated with emotional and personal development
8
. 
 
Initial questionnaires were completed in prison between August 2014 and July 2015, and in 
the participating CRCs between August 2014 and June 2015. In total, 200 initial surveys 
were completed: 132 in the six designated prisons, and 68 in the three designated CRC 
areas. Follow-up questionnaires were completed in prison between August and December 
2015, and in the participating CRCs between July and December 2015. In total, 35 follow-up 
surveys were completed by Council participants who had also completed the initial 
questionnaire: 27 in the six designated prisons, and 8 in two designated CRC areas. No 
follow-up surveys were completed by participants in the Northumbria CRC area. To some 
extent, a low follow-up rate was expected from prison participants because most of the 
prisons in the sample are local, remand prisons with a fluid population. Many of the Council 
members in these prisons who had completed an initial questionnaire were no longer in the 
prison, and could therefore not be surveyed for the follow-up. 
 
Quantitative data from the initial and follow-up questionnaires were analysed in SPSS. 
Qualitative data from the questionnaires were analysed through manual thematic coding. 
 
                                                     
7
 These main questionnaires were designed by the team, in consultation with User Voice, to gather basic 
details concerning participants and their involvement with User Voice; the forms were designed very carefully 
in accordance with standard design practice, but issues concerning validation and reliability would not apply to 
this kind of data collection.    
8
 Copies of these tools are attached in an Appendix. 
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Table 2: Overview of numbers of questionnaires by area 
Location 
No. of initial 
questionnaires 
No. of follow-up 
questionnaires 
HMP Pentonville 17 3 
HMP Wormwood Scrubs 16 4 
HMP Birmingham 36 3 
HMP Oakwood 31 7 
HMP Northumberland 16 6 
HMP Durham 16 4 
Prison Total 132 27 
London CRC 42 4 
Staffordshire & West Midlands CRC 10 4 
Northumbria CRC 16 0 
CRC Total 68 8 
Total 200 35 
 
Demographic profile of questionnaire respondents 
 
Respondents to the initial Prison Council questionnaire were all male, and nearly half 
(49.6%) were aged between 31-45 years old. The majority (50.8%) of completed surveys 
came from the West Midlands prisons. Over half (56.3%) identified their ethnicity as White, 
one-third (29.4%) as Black, and 14.3% as Asian. Nearly 10% were foreign nationals. Almost 
 ? ?A?ǁĞƌĞŽŶ ‘ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞĚ ?/WůĞǀĞů ?ǁŝƚŚŽŶůǇ ? ?A?ŚĂǀŝŶŐƐƉĞŶƚƚŝŵĞŝŶƚŚĞƐĞŐƌĞŐĂƚŝŽŶƵŶŝƚ ?
Most were sentenced (68.2%), and serving determinate sentences (68.8%) of 3-10 years 
(48.4%). For one-third (33.3%) of our sample, this was their first time incarcerated. Nearly 
20% had spent more than 10 years of their life in prison, and over half (53.9%) had two or 
more convictions over their lifetime. These men were generally well supported, as almost all 
(96.7%) indicated that they were in regular contact with family or friends. Most (81.7%) 
respondents first heard about the User Voice Council either through other prisoners, Council 
members, or general word of mouth (62.6%), or from encountering a User Voice employee 
(19.1%). At the time of the initial questionnaire, over 90% had been involved in the prison 
Council less than six months.  
 
Respondents to the initial Community Council questionnaires were mostly male (63.1%), 
and over half (55.8%) were between 26-40 years old. The majority (61.8%) of completed 
surveys came from London. Over half (52.3%) identified their ethnicity as White, 44.6% as 
Black, and only 3.1% as Asian. Just over 10% were foreign nationals. Most were under a 
community or suspended sentence order (61%), and were on license or parole from a 
normal (determinate) sentence (65.6%). One-third (29.7%) of this sample had never been 
incarcerated, while nearly 20% had spent more than 10 years of their life in prison. They 
were generally well supported, with nearly all (91.9%) respondents indicating that they were 
in regular contact with family or friends. Most respondents first heard about the User Voice 
Council either from their probation
9
 officer/worker (46.3%), or through a friend, word of 
                                                     
9
 The word probation is used to imply CRC throughout this report, notably where used by service users. 
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mouth, or from the User Voice website (22.4%). Half (56.1%) had been involved in the 
Prison Council less than six months, and one-third (31.6%) for 7-18 months. Nearly 10% had 
previously been involved in a Prison Council or other type of prisoner consultative 
committee. 
 
In total, 27 Prison Council participants from six prisons in London, the West Midlands, and 
the North East of England completed the follow-up questionnaire. These 27 Council 
participants had also completed the baseline questionnaire. Table 3 below shows the 
demographics and other characteristics of this sample.  
 
Table 3: User Voice prison council follow-up questionnaire  
 
Total number of baseline survey respondents in sample:        27 
  No. of 
respondents
10
 
% of total 
sample 
Prison 
HMP Pentonville 3 11.1 
HMP Wormwood Scrubs 4 14.8 
HMP Birmingham 3 11.1 
HMP Oakwood 7 25.9 
HMP Northumberland 6 22.2 
HMP Durham 4 14.8 
Age 
21-25 years old (inclusive) 3 11.1 
26-30 years old (inclusive) 2 7.4 
31-35 years old (inclusive) 3 11.1 
36-40 years old (inclusive) 6 22.2 
41-45 years old (inclusive) 2 7.4 
46-50 years old (inclusive) 4 14.8 
51-55 years old (inclusive) 5 18.5 
56 years or over (inclusive) 2 7.4 
Ethnicity grouping 
White 18 66.7 
Black 5 18.5 
Asian 4 14.8 
IEP level 
Standard 1 3.7 
Enhanced 26 96.3 
Spent time in 
segregation 
Yes 2 7.4 
No 25 92.6 
Been given an 
adjudication 
Yes 5 18.5 
No 22 81.5 
Current status 
Remand/untried 1 3.7 
Convicted, but not yet sentenced 1 3.7 
Sentenced 24 88.9 
License recall/revoke 1 3.7 
                                                     
10
 Note: Throughout the document, where responses do not total 27, responses are missing (primarily due to 
respondents not answering questions). Percentage figure is calculated as a proportion of the number of 
responses for that particular question. 
 EVALUATION OF THE USER VOICE PRISON AND COMMUNITY COUNCILS  W FINAL REPORT  
 
15 
 
Which type of sentence 
are you serving  
Normal (determinate) 18 66.7 
EPP 3 11.1 
IPP 1 3.7 
Life sentence 3 11.1 
ŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁ 2 7.4 
How long is your 
sentence (or tariff) 
1-2 years 1 4.0 
3-5 years 6 24.0 
6-10 years 9 36.0 
11-15 years 2 8.0 
More than 15 years 4 16.0 
N/A (not yet sentenced) 3 12.0 
In regular contact with 
family or friends 
Yes 27 100.0 
No 0 0.0 
How long involved in the 
User Voice prison council 
0-6 months 4 16.7 
7-12 months 13 54.2 
13-18 months 4 16.7 
19-24 months 2 8.3 
Over 2 years 1 4.2 
Council made things 
better, worse, or no 
difference 
Better 25 92.6 
Worse 0 0.0 
No difference 1 3.7 
Self-rated skill levels on a 
scale of 1-10 
(mean scores) 
Leadership                              8.31  
Communicating                       8.45  
Reading and writing                8.65  
Public speaking                       7.54  
Negotiation                              8.12  
Anger management                 8.15  
Task completion                      8.42  
Working with others                 8.62  
Managing stress                  8.00  
 
 
Respondents to the follow-up Prison Council questionnaire were less demographically 
diverse.  All were male, and more than 70% were over 36 years old. The majority (66.7%) 
identified their ethnicity as White, with the remaining 18.5% as Black, and 14.8% as Asian. 
EĞĂƌůǇ Ăůů  ? ? ? ? ?A? ? ǁĞƌĞ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ  ‘ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞĚ ? ůĞǀĞů ŽĨ ƚŚ Earned Incentives and Privileges 
Scheme (IEP), with less than 10% having spent time in the segregation unit. Most were 
sentenced (88.9%), and serving determinate sentences (66.7%) of 3-10 years (60%). 70% 
had been involved with the User Voice Prison Council for one year or less. Only one survey 
respondent was no longer involved in the Council. 
 
In total, 8 Community Council participants from London and the West Midlands of England 
completed the follow-up questionnaire. These 8 Council participants had also completed the 
baseline questionnaire. Table 4 below shows the demographics and other characteristics of 
this sample. 
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Table 4: User Voice community council follow-up questionnaire  
 
Total number of baseline survey respondents in sample:           8 
  No. of 
respondents
11
 
% of total 
sample 
Probation (CRC) area 
London  4 50.0 
Staffordshire and West 
Midlands  
4 50.0 
Northumbria 0 0.0 
Gender 
Male 5 62.5 
Female 3 37.5 
Age 
21-25 years old (inclusive) 2 25.0 
26-30 years old (inclusive) 1 12.5 
36-40 years old (inclusive) 2 25.0 
41-45 years old (inclusive) 1 12.5 
46-50 years old (inclusive) 2 25.0 
Ethnicity grouping 
White 5 62.5 
Black 2 25.0 
Asian 1 12.5 
Type of supervision for this 
conviction 
Community order 4 50.0 
Suspended sentence order 2 25.0 
Parole license 1 12.5 
Other (no supervision) 1 12.5 
Times been subject to a 
community sentence before 
now 
   
This is my first time 2 25.0 
2-5 times 5 62.5 
6-9 times 1 12.5 
   
Times been in prison before 
now 
I have never been in prison 3 37.5 
Once 2 25.0 
2-5 times 2 25.0 
10 or more times 1 12.5 
In regular contact with family 
or friends 
Yes 8 100.0 
No 0 0.0 
How would you rate your 
support network on a scale of 
1-10 
   
 7.63  
   
How long involved in the User 
Voice community council 
7-12 months 5 62.5 
13-18 months 1 12.5 
19-24 months 1 12.5 
Over 2 years 1 12.5 
                                                     
11
 Note: Throughout the document, where responses do not total 8, responses are missing (primarily due to 
respondents not answering questions). Percentage figure is calculated as a proportion of the number of 
responses for that particular question. 
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Still involved in the council  
Yes 7 87.5 
No 1 12.5 
    
    
Council made things better, 
worse, or no difference 
Better 7 87.5 
Worse 0 0.0 
No difference 0 0.0 
Self-rated skill levels on a scale 
of 1-10 
(mean scores) 
Leadership                                      8.75 
Communicating                               9.37 
Reading and writing                        9.13 
Public speaking                               9.00 
Negotiation                                      8.75 
Anger management                         9.13 
Task completion                              8.87 
Working with others                         9.63 
Managing stress                          8.88 
 
 
Respondents to the follow-up Community Council questionnaires were mostly male (62.5%), 
and over half (62.5%) were between 36 and 50 years old. Respondents from London and 
Staffordshire and West Midlands CRCs were equally represented in the number of 
completed surveys (four from each). No follow-up surveys were completed in the 
Northumbria CRC. Over half (62.5%) identified their ethnicity as White, 25% as Black, and 
12.5% as Asian. Nearly all were under a community or suspended sentence order (75%), 
with most (62.5%) having been subject to a community sentence 2-5 times before their 
current conviction. One-third (37.5%) of this sample had never been incarcerated, while 
one-third (37.5%) had been in prison two or more times. Most (62.5%) had been involved 
with the User Voice community Council for 7-12 months. Half stated that they regularly 
participated in weekly and monthly Council meetings, whilst the other half participated 
solely in monthly meetings. Only one respondent was no longer involved in the Council due 
to a conflict in scheduling with their full-time job. All follow-up respondents indicated that 
they were well supported, and were in regular contact with family or friends.  
 
The Intermediate Outcomes Measurement Instrument (IOMI) is a tool designed for use by 
service providers who work with people involved in the criminal justice system and other 
vulnerable groups. It is administered to participants at the start of a programme of work and 
is re-administered at regular intervals thereafter in order to measure change. All questions 
use standard Likert categories for responses to general statements (i.e.  ‘strongly agree ?, 
 ‘agree ?, and so on)12. The instrument contains 21 items and these are apportioned across 
seven key dimensions as follows: 
 
                                                     
12
 The full IOMI ĂůƐŽŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐĂ ‘ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂůƉƌŽďůĞŵƐŝŶǀĞŶƚŽƌǇ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĂŶĂŵĞŶĚĞĚǀĞƌƐŝŽŶŽĨĂƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƵƐĞĚŝŶ
CRIME PICS II, but this section is usually deemed not to be applicable to respondents in custody  W since that 
section is designed to gather perceptions about potential problems that are relevant to respondents after 
release (e.g. areas such as housing, debt, employment, etc.). 
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x resilience (2 items) 
x wellbeing (3 items) 
x agency and self-efficacy (3 items) 
x impulsivity (3 items) 
x motivation to change (3 items) 
x hope (3 items) 
x interpersonal trust (4 items) 
 
This tool was chosen because it has recently been designed and tested for measuring 
precisely the kinds of individual changes in personal wellbeing that the User Voice Theory of 
Change highlights as being key benefits of involvement.  There are other available tools 
which do purport to measure changes in some of the dimensions referred to above, but 
ŵĂŶǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞƐĞ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚ  ‘ŝŶ-ŚŽƵƐĞ ? ďǇ ŶŽŶ-researchers or are otherwise not 
validated or tested for reliability.  Others have too narrow a focus on only single dimensions 
(e.g. the Rosenberg Self-Esteem measure) or are difficult for service providers to administer 
(e.g. because they require too much completion time).  The IOMI tool was designed after 
very detailed national consultation with hundreds of service providers, and has been shown 
to have strong internal validity, and test-retest reliability.  It is used by an increasing number 
of organisations that work with a range of vulnerable groups, and although it still requires 
more detailed testing with larger national datasets, it is often selected for use because of its 
relative ease of administration and its robustness in relation to other tools available for this 
purpose (e.g. the Outcome Star).  
 
As of January 2016, information from 301 completed IOMIs was held in the IOMI database. 
That number includes 220 initial IOMIs, 55 first follow-ups, 20 second follow-ups, and 6 third 
follow-up IOMIs.  
 
6. Interviews with Council participants were undertaken to gather feedback from Prison 
Council members and Community Council members. Structured interviews with 
prisoners/service users addressed initial engagement and motivations, participant 
inclusivity, value of participation, improving skills and changing outlooks, and Council 
limitations, frustrations and recommendations. Interviewees were recruited by User Voice 
workers as appropriate to participate in this process. In total, 21 Prison Council participants 
and 13 Community Council participants were interviewed between April and October 2015. 
Three Prison Council non-participants were also interviewed: two in Area A and one in Area 
 ? ‘EŽŶ-paƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ǁĞƌĞĚĞĨŝŶĞĚĂƐƚŚŽƐĞǁŚŽŚĂĚƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐůǇďĞĞŶŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚŝŶƚŚĞWƌŝƐŽŶ
Council, but had since ceased participation due to their own choosing or had been involved 
in the Council for a limited period only (less than two to three months) before deciding to 
stop participation. No interviews were conducted with participants at HMP Wormwood 
Scrubs because the Council was still in the development phase during the interviewing 
period. Sixteen Prison Council interviewees and 12 Community Council interviewees had 
completed an initial questionnaire. 
 
All recorded interviews were transcribed. Transcriptions, along with notes from the 
interviews, were manually analysed and thematically coded. 
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Table 5: Overview of numbers of interviews by establishment 
 
Location No. of participant interviews 
HMP Wormwood Scrubs 0 
HMP Pentonville 3 
HMP Oakwood 6 
HMP Birmingham 2 
HMP Durham 3 
HMP Northumberland 7 
Prison total 21 
London CRC 5 
Staffordshire & West Midlands CRC 3 
Northumbria CRC 5 
CRC total 13 
 
 
The 21 Prison Council interviewees ranged in age from 28-56 years old. Two were on 
remand, one was convicted and awaiting sentence, and one was serving a life sentence. The 
remaining 17 were serving sentences that ranged from 3-27 years. Active involvement in the 
Council ranged from six weeks to more than two years.  
 
The 13 Community Council interviewees ranged in age from 28 to 68 years old. Only one 
female participant was interviewed. Over half of these participants were no longer formally 
connected with the criminal justice system: either their community orders/licenses had 
already been completed or expired, or in the case of one, he had never been on license but 
was an ex-offender who had been released from prison many years before. For the others, 
their license orders were from one to just over two years in length. Involvement in the 
Council ranged from just a few months to nearly three years. 
 
7. Interviews with User Voice Engagement Team Leaders and Engagement Team 
Members, prison and CRC offender managers and User Voice mentors/peer supporters 
elicited whether and in what ways the Councils had been implemented as planned; areas of 
continuity and change in the operation and administration of the Councils; how and why 
any changes were made; and their perceptions of the impacts of any changes on specific 
outcomes. Further areas of enquiry included perceptions of any barriers to implementation, 
how they were to be addressed and any impact these activities had on outcomes. These 
were face to face semi-structured interviews lasting on average one hour. The benefits of 
semi-structured interviews are that the interviewer can elicit immediate and spontaneous 
perceptions of a topic and discuss further any emerging issues. Prison officers and other 
prison staff were included either because of their involvement in the Councils, because of 
their long-established employment in the prison or because they were known to be more 
sceptical of the Councils. CRC ground staff were interviewed because of their involvement 
with service users as offender managers or liaison workers. 
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Interviews were held between September and November 2015 with 34 personnel, including 
prison staff (x 8), probation staff (x 3) and User Voice staff and volunteers (x 11).  
 
Analysis of the qualitative data from staff interviews was done manually, identifying key 
themes common to the majority of respondents but also identifying outliers and differences 
between the three case study areas. 
 
8. Interviews with Prison Governors, CRC Chief Executive (or equivalent) and Senior 
Management Team members built on and were informed by those undertaken with 
practitioners and external agency staff.  These interviews were conducted with 12 
individuals at a senior level: Governors/Directors of prisons (x 6), senior CRC staff (x 4) and 
senior managers within User Voice (x 2). Discussion focused on a similar range of issues to 
those undertaken with practitioners, with additional areas of enquiry including their 
experiences of working within the Council model and perceptions of Council processes and 
outcomes; impact on resources, management strategies and strategic and operational 
policies; perceived impacts and effects on staff and service user/prisoner 
relationships/engagement; and perceptions of the role and contribution of the project on 
prison and probation decision making. 
 
9. Focus groups and participatory social mapping with members of Prison and Community 
Councils were undertaken in London, Staffordshire and West Midlands and the North East, 
with one group of Prison Council members and two groups of Community Council members 
between September and October, 2015. The events ĞǆƉůŽƌĞĚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ
the value and impact of the Councils, similarities and differences in their motivations for 
becoming and staying involved and experiences of participation in terms of process, impacts 
and outcomes, and how their perceptions had changed as a collective over the course of 
their involvement. As with other aspects of the fieldwork process, the focus group topics 
and prompts were broadly informed by the intended outcomes and outcome indicators and 
the literature review. Techniques of participatory social mapping
13
 were also used to 
encourage participants to freely and collaboratively define and explore the issues and 
experiences that are important to them.  
 
The rationale for the focus groups and participatory mapping was that these approaches 
explicitly recognise participants as research collaborators and they foster empowerment by 
ĚƌĂǁŝŶŐŽŶƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ to shape discussion with minimal intervention from the 
ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ dĞĂŵ ? DĂƉƉŝŶŐ ĐĂŶ ? ĂƐ ǁĞ ĨŽƵŶĚ ? ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞ Ă ƌŝĐŚ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ?Ɛ
collective experiences and the connections between people and organisations over time, by 
charting experiential journeys. This method was chosen as it is congruent with the aims, 
objectives and ethos of User Voice, by enabling the issues and concerns that matter to 
Council members to inform and direct the discussion. However, these methods, involving a 
limited number of people, are not representative of or generalizable to the wider 
population of council members. In terms of recruitment, we asked UV Engagement Team 
Leaders/Team members as appropriate to ask Council members to participate in this 
process. In this regard, and necessarily, a purposive sampling technique was applied. 
 
                                                     
13
 Emmel (2008) http://eprints.ncrm.ac.uk/540/2/2008-07-toolkit-participatory-map.pdf 
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10. A cost-benefit analysis assessed value for money, and drew conclusions concerning 
whether User Voice outcomes appeared to justify the costs, as well as exploring the 
ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶĐŽƐƚƐĂŶĚ ‘ĂĚĚĞĚǀĂůƵĞ ?ŽĨhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂƐ focused on. As 
part of our assessment of costs and benefits we examined details about the costs associated 
with the design and delivery of User Voice projects, and accessed and analysed User Voice 
information concerning throughputs of participants by type of project over time, and the 
costs of User Voice projects at each of the 6 prison and 3 CRC sites. In order to gain a greater 
understanding of what key stakeholders felt the key issues were in relation to User Voice 
costs and benefits, we conducted telephone interviews with 8 key stakeholders (although 
these discussions were not transcribed) and communicated via e-mail with others between 
September 2015 and February 2016. These discussions were intended to generate feedback 
concerning a number of key questions such as: 
 
¾ which kinds of changes do key staff identify as being most desirable in cost-benefit 
terms and how are these prioritised? 
¾ which specific measures are deemed crucial in assessing such changes?  
¾ what threshold of change would be required to demonstrate that a particular 
programme or intervention was worth investing in? 
 
The discussions were also designed to gather more specific feedback from stakeholders 
about the estimation of actual costs and benefits which were of interest to them  W so that 
the team could generate evidence-based estimates for the costs of prison adjudications, for 
example, if such estimates had not already been produced by service staff. 
 
All of the other data collected as part of the evaluation informed our assessment of the 
costs and benefits of User Voice activities, since an assessment of that kind requires that 
judgments are made about impacts generated by those activities.  Of particular importance 
to the cost-benefit strand however, was information from the NOMS Performance Hub 
concerning key variables (which were together used to understand possible User Voice 
impacts on service provision), and information from participants and other stakeholders 
concerning both the latter impacts and changes experienced by individual participants.   
 
2.4 LIMITATIONS AND CONSTRAINTS OF DATA COLLECTION METHODS 
 
In this section we highlight a number of methodological limitations and constraints on the 
delivery of the research (and steps that were taken to address these).  We have described 
these separately by broad topic area. 
 
2.4.1 Collection of official data 
 
Whilst we made every effort to secure official data on named individuals, we were unable to 
do so because of data protection issues raised at the particular sites, although we did 
manage to secure some of this material both from individual User Voice participants, and 
with the assistance of User Voice staff. Accessing and analysing aggregate official data did 
not present any real difficulties however, although the team was not granted access to the 
full range of data requested. 
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2.4.2 Selection of interviewees 
 
Although the selection of individual User Voice participants for interview was not made 
randomly, decisions were carefully considered in terms of which participants we were 
aware of (in close consultation with User Voice team members) and who might be available 
at specific times to provide us with feedback after giving consent to do so. Efforts were also 
ŵĂĚĞ ƚŽ ŐĂƚŚĞƌ ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ ĨƌŽŵ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ǁŚŽ ĐŽƵůĚ ďĞ ĚĞĞŵĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ  ‘ŶŽŶ-ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ? ƐŽ
that we would have feedback from people who might be critical of User Voice work (or of 
ďĞŝŶŐ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ ŝŶ ŝƚ ? ? ůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŵĂǇ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƐŽŵĞ  ‘ĂǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇ ďŝĂƐ ? ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨŝŶĂů
sample of participant interviewees, we do not think that this will have had a major impact 
on any of our conclusions about impact (and the range of their feedback supports this 
assumption). 
 
Selection of interviewees from other stakeholder groups was made purposively, and so does 
not raise the same issues concerning possible selection bias. 
 
2.4.3 Administration and collection of questionnaires 
 
There were a number of limitations to the administration and collection of questionnaires, 
some of which were inevitable and expected, and others that were unforeseen. A somewhat 
low return rate was expected from prison participants in the follow-up questionnaire 
because most of the prisons in the sample are remand prisons with a high turnover rate, 
and although steps were taken to increase completion rates, matched pairs of initial and 
follow-up questionnaires were still fewer than hoped.  Within the community, follow-up 
ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŶĂŝƌĞ ƌĂƚĞƐ ǁĞƌĞ ĂůƐŽ ůŽǁ ? ƉĂƌƚůǇ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ ĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚŝĞƐ ŝŶ  ‘ƚƌĂĐŬŝŶŐ ĚŽǁŶ ? ŽĨƚĞŶ
transient populations. 
 
There was also a low return rate for follow-up IOMIs.  Attempts were made to get IOMIs 
completed during Council or other meetings with service users, but this was not always 
possible. Related factors also made it difficult to encourage new Council participants to 
complete initial IOMIs as soon as possible after becoming involved, and a further effort was 
made by User Voice staff with support from the research team during the final quarter of 
2015 to try and increase the number of initial IOMIs completed as soon as possible after 
ĞĂĐŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐƐƚĂƌƚĚĂƚĞǁŝƚŚhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ ? ůƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚĂƚĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞĚŝĚŚĞůƉ ƚŽ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ
the number of adequate baseline IOMIs, the main problem remained, and together with the 
above difficulty with follow-up IOMIs, this did affect the range and reliability of analysis of 
the final IOMI dataset.  
 
Clearly, there are issues with survey methods of this kind concerning attrition and possible 
bias  W because those who are possible follow-up respondents but who do not respond, will 
often differ in key respects from those who able to (and do) respond.  There are also issues 
in terms of consistency of questionnaire administration across sites, as this administration 
was dependent on assistance from key User Voice team members (who may have 
introduced the forms to potential respondents differently, for example).  But the research 
team worked closely with User Voice staff to try to reduce possible differences in approach.  
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Unfortunately, the numbers involved did not allow for a meaningful comparison of 
respondents and non-respondents for either of the main questionnaires, and so it is difficult 
to quantify potential bias here. 
 
It is worth noting that where evaluation resource limitations require the active participation 
and cooperation of service delivery staff in the distribution and collection of questionnaires, 
it is often the case that researchers need to work hard to maintain positive relationships 
with those staff members and in some cases to work with an organisational ethos or culture 
which is for obvious reasons not focused primarily on issues concerning the quality and 
consistency of data collection.  That process can be labour-intensive and progress is often 
incremental, but the team has been impressed with the dedication, commitment and 
cooperation of key User Voice staff members whose assistance was essential for us to 
secure particular strands of the evaluation dataset.  Although the latter does have some 
gaps or shortcomings, the period of the evaluation has also seen considerable movement 
ƚŽǁĂƌĚǁŚĂƚǁĞǁŽƵůĚƌĞŐĂƌĚĂƐĂŶ ‘ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ-ĨƌŝĞŶĚůǇ ?ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶĂůĞƚŚŽƐ ? 
 
2.4.4 Stability/consistency of the User Voice delivery model 
 
The team was aware from the outset that the implementation of User Voice work might not 
only vary across sites because of differences in context and history, but that the Council 
model itself was also not completely fixed. Where multi-site interventions are made as part 
of a wider programme but vary from site to site, this can make it more difficult to be specific 
ĂďŽƵƚŚŽǁ ‘ƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ ?ƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚŽƌĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ ?ĂŶĚƚŚŽƐĞĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚŝĞƐĐĂŶďĞ
compounded where delivery models themselves change during a period of evaluation. 
Issues of this kind can in turn complicate efforts to understand causality and describe 
impact, and therefore to assess the costs and benefits of the work being evaluated. 
 
In practice however we did not find the sort of variation we had expected, and although 
there were obviously some variations in approach (and different dynamics due to the 
involvement of different staff teams and participants), key aspects of the User Voice model 
that we have outlined in the report (e.g. in Chapter 3) were present across sites and overall, 
ƚŚĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐďĞŝŶŐĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞĚƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽ ‘ĐŽŚĞƌĞ ?ĂƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĂďůĞ ‘hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?
 
2.4.5 Issues concerning the counterfactual 
 
It is clearly of key importance within any evaluation that the design allows the researchers 
ƚŽ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌĨĂĐƚƵĂů ? Žƌ  ‘ǁŚĂƚ ǁŽƵůĚ ŚĂǀĞ ŚĂƉƉĞŶĞĚ ĂŶǇǁĂǇ ? ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĂƌĞĂƐ
ǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶƐǁĞƌĞŵĂĚĞ ?tŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƚĞĂŵ ?ƐŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůŝƚ
was not intended that control or comparison groups be used in relation to User Voice 
participants (despite wanting to interview non-participants in both prison and community 
settings), but more broadly, the team has taken a number of steps to address these issues. 
 
A mixed methods approach helps to reduce the scope for threats to validity where solid 
controls are not possible, by allowing researchers to triangulate across multiple data sources 
 W ƚŽĂƐƐĞƐƐƚŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƚƚŽǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞǇĐĂŶďĞƐĂŝĚƚŽ ‘ƉŽŝŶƚŝŶƚŚĞƐĂŵĞĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ ?ŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨ
evidence of impact. The team has also attempted to anchor the work in the wider literature 
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wherever possible, and to use both comparison datasets from other research, and specific 
comparators where these have been available  W in relation to assessment of performance 
indicator data. For example, we have tried to draw comparisons between User Voice prisons 
in particular, and non-hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ ‘ĐŽŵƉĂƌĂƚŽƌ ?ƉƌŝƐŽŶƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞůŝŬĞƚŚĞƉƌŝƐŽŶƐŽĨŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶ
key respects.  
 
CHAPTER THREE: THE DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATION OF THE COUNCIL MODEL 
 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter explores stakeholder views of the origins and operation of the Councils. The 
chapter draws on the qualitative data collected from scoping interviews, interviews with 
operational and senior staff within the prisons, CRCs and User Voice, and Council members 
in prison and in the community. In all such interviews, the research team sought views and 
experiences of Council implementation and operational aspects, its intended (and at times 
unintended) outcomes, and the dynamics of the process of participation by all involved. 
 
3.2 THE ORIGINS OF THE MODEL 
 
dŚĞĨŝƌƐƚƚŝŵĞĞǀĞƌŝŶ ?ƚŚĞƉƌŝƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ?ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇƐŝŶĐĞ ? ? ? ? ?ǁĞŚĂĚĂŐƌŽƵƉŽĨƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ
address the full staff meeting (Scoping interview 1). 
 
Reviews of different models or approaches to service user involvement in the criminal 
justice system in England and Wales (Clinks, 2010, 2011) indicate a gap in formal 
mechanisms through which the voices of service users could be heard and responded to. 
These reviews observe that while prisons have been using some form of consultative user 
group for a number of years, there are few consultative or advocacy-oriented service user 
groups in community-based services and giving prisoners and service users a meaningful 
ǀŽŝĐĞŝŶĐƌŝŵŝŶĂůũƵƐƚŝĐĞ ‘ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?ŚĂƐŽŶůǇƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇŐĂŝŶĞĚƚƌĂĐƚŝŽŶŝŶƉŽůŝĐǇĐŝƌĐůĞƐ ? 
 
KŶĞůŝŶŬƐƌĞǀŝĞǁ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ?ĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞĚƚŚĂƚŝŶƚŚĞůŽŶŐƚĞƌŵ ? ‘ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚǁĂƐ
felt to have the potential to transform enduring aspects of the culture within prisons and 
community based services by, for example, reducing the  ‘us/them ? tension between staff 
ĂŶĚ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƵƐĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƉĞŶƐŝƚǇ ĨŽƌ ƐƵƐƉŝĐŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĨĞĂƌ ? ? KƚŚĞƌ ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ  ‘Ă
ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ? ĂŶĚ Ă  ‘ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌƚ ĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶĐǇ ƚŽ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ?
ǁŚŝĐŚŚĞůƉĞĚ ‘ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌƐƚŽƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚƚŚĞĨĂĐƚŽƌƐƚŚĂƚŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĂůůĂƐƉĞĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĞŝƌůŝǀĞƐ ?
 ?ŝďŝĚ P  ? ? ? ? dŚĞ ƌĞǀŝĞǁ ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ ĂƌŐƵĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ  ‘ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌƐ ĂƌĞ Ă ƐŽƵƌĐĞ ŽĨ ŝĚĞĂƐ ? ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ
direct experience of NOMS services and service user involvement should be a priority for 
ĞǀĞƌǇ ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽďĂƚŝŽŶ ƚƌƵƐƚ ?  ?ŝďŝĚ P  ? ? ? /Ŷ ƐƵŵ ? ƐĞƌ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚ ǁĂƐ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ƚŽ
improve operational outcomes in terms of the way services are designed and delivered, but 
also contributed to more substantive outcomes such as supporting compliance and reducing 
re-offending. Moreover, staff recognised that there were affective outcomes for those 
involved, including improved self-esteem, self-respect and confidence. 
 
Within the prison environment in particular, despite the focus on containment and the 
ĚĞƉƌŝǀĂƚŝŽŶŽĨůŝďĞƌƚǇ ?ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƚŚĂƚ ‘ƉƌŝƐŽŶĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ?ŶĞĞĚƐƚŽĐŚĂŶŐĞ
ƚŽĞŶĐŽŵƉĂƐƐǁŚĂƚŽŶĞ ƐĐŽƉŝŶŐ ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐ P  ‘ƐŚĂƌĞĚ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ
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ĨŽƌ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ? ? /Ŷ ĞĐŚŽĞƐ ŽĨ >ŽƌĚ tŽŽůĨ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ? Ɖroposals, the unanimous feeling amongst 
stakeholders involved in the design and implementation of the User Voice model was that 
meaningful consultation with prisoners meant a safer prison environment and a more 
compliant prisoner population; and that the eǆŝƐƚŝŶŐƉĞŶĂů ‘ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ?ŚĂĚƚŽĐŚĂŶŐĞ P 
 
 ?t ?Ğ ũƵƐƚ ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚ ĐŽŶƐƵůƚ ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ? dŚĞ ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ƐĞƌǀŝĐ  ǁĂƐ Ă ŵĂƐƐŝǀĞ ŵĂĐŚŝŶĞ ƚŚĂƚ
was run top down and that was the same with us consulting with staff. There was 
very little bottom up consultation. So we were startinŐƚŽĚŽƚŚŝŶŐƐ ůŝŬĞ ůŝƐƚĞŶ ƚŽ Q
staff, asking them for their opinions, even asking them how we should do things, and 
ƚŚĂƚǁĂƐƌĞĂƉŝŶŐďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ ?ƵƚƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐĂŚƵŐĞŐĂƉ QĞǀĞŶďĞĨŽƌĞǁĞƐƚĂƌƚĞĚĚŽŝŶŐ
that with staff, people were saying we should consult with prisoners (Scoping 
interview 1). 
 
User Voice was acutely aware of these shortcomings within the Prison Service, not least 
given that many of its own staff (and all of its practitioners) had previously been subject to 
criminal justice system interventions. The origins of the Council model thus lay in this 
ĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐŽĨƐŚŽƌƚĐŽŵŝŶŐƐŝŶĂƐǇƐƚĞŵǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚƉƌŝŵĂƌŝůǇƚŽǁŽƌŬ ‘ŽŶ ? rather than 
 ‘ǁŝƚŚ ? its intended audience - namely offenders, and Councils were proposed by User Voice 
as a means of changing the dynamic between service users anĚ ‘ĂŐĞŶƚƐŽĨƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞ ? ? 
 
3.3 THE PURPOSE OF USER VOICE COUNCILS 
 
Perceptions of the purposes of User Voice Councils by both senior management and 
practitioners working in prisons/CRCs were to provide a formalised structure through which 
the voices of prisoners and service users could be channelled to facilitate a two-way 
consultative process, primarily between service users/prisoners and senior management. 
dŚĞŽƵŶĐŝůŵŽĚĞůŝƐŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĞĚĂƐĂŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵĨŽƌ ‘ďƌŝĚŐŝŶŐƚŚĞŐĂƉďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞ
service users ĂŶĚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƌƐ ? ?hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ^ƚĂĨĨ ?ƌĞĂ ? ?dŚĞŽǀĞƌĂƌĐŚŝŶŐŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞŽĨ
this dialogic process, articulated across the professional staff groups and User Voice staff, is 
to work collaboratively to improve how services operate, informed by an understanding of 
how they are experienced, which was widely considered to generate mutually beneficial 
outcomes for both service providers and service users. 
 
Well, [the purpose is] to bring to our attention issues that are raised by service users 
around service ĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ ?ƐŽƵůƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇ ?ŝƚ ?ƐƚŽŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƚŚĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇŽĨƚŚĞZ
in a number of ways (CRC Staff, Area B). 
 
To make change and to improve the lives of everybody in this community, staff and 
ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ? /ƚ ?Ɛ ŶŽƚ ũƵƐƚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ ŽĨ ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ? / ƚŚink if we can do something 
ƚŚĂƚĚŽĞƐĞŶŚĂŶĐĞĂŶĚďĞŶĞĨŝƚƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ?ůŝǀĞƐ ?ƚŚĞŶƚŚĂƚŚĞůƉƐƵƐ ?ƚŚĞƐƚĂĨĨ ?ĂƐǁĞůů
(Prison Officer, Area C). 
 
The majority view was that the purpose of the Councils, irrespective of whether in the 
community or in prisons, was to enable members to have a legitimate voice within the 
formal structure of an external organisation: 
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[The purpose is] to basically give prisoners a more organised voice about issues that 
are impacting on them within the establishment. To give them a vehicle to directly 
access the governor and the senior managers to get something done about those 
issues (Governor, Area B). 
 
ŽƵŶĐŝůƐ ŐŝǀĞ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ Ă ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ ?  ‘Ă ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĂďůĞ ǀŽŝĐĞ ? ĂƐ ŽŶĞ Z ƐĞŶŝŽƌ ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌ
described it; they also offer personal development ƚŽ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĞŶĂďůĞ  ‘ĐŽ-
ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ? ?/ŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?ŽŶĞƉƌŝƐŽŶ'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝů
as supporting the rehabilitative process: 
 
 ?' ?ĞƚƚŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĞůĂĚƐƚŽŬŝŶĚŽĨĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚĞĂŶĚƉƵƚƚŚŝŶŐƐŝŶĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚǁĂǇ QŵĂŬŝŶŐ
them be less impulsive and more planned and having good positive engagement 
with managers and staff (Governor, Area B). 
 
However, for prisons, the pragmatic benefits of consultation or co-production were evident 
in how governors described the purpose of the Prison Councils, including the benefits of 
Councils in a climate of prison staff and budget cuts, reducing prisoner disquiet and 
disaffection, creating a legitimate channel (perhaps ironically) for the prison 'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌ ?Ɛ 
voice to be heard, and changing prison culture to one of mutual respect: 
 
The issue about less staff around means that you need [prisoners] to be able to solve 
ŝƐƐƵĞƐĨŽƌƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ ?ƚĂŬĞĂǁĂǇƚŚĂƚŚĞůƉůĞƐƐŶĞƐƐ ?ƚŚĂƚƚǇƉĞŽĨƚŚŝŶŐ QƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂůŽƚ
of people [have] probably got into getting prisoners involved in running prisons now 
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶĨŽƌĐĞĚƚŽďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞǇŚĂǀĞŶ ?ƚŐŽƚƚŚĞƐƚĂĨĨ  ?'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌ ?ƌĞĂ
C). 
 
I would use it for the downward communication as much as the upward 
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ QŝĨŝƚ ?ƐũƵƐƚĂĐĂƐĞŽĨĂĚĞŵĂŶĚƐĞƐƐŝŽŶ QŐŝǀĞŵĞ ?Őive me, give me, 
/ ?ŵŶŽƚƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĂƚ ?dŚĞƌĞĂƌĞůŽƚƐŽĨǁĂǇƐƚŚĞǇĐĂŶĚŽƚŚĂƚ ?/Ĩŝƚ ?ƐĂ
way of having a meaningful dialogue about what our shared interests are and about 
how we can support each other ŝŶĚĞůŝǀĞƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ? ƚŚĞŶ / ?ŵǀĞƌǇ ŝnterested in that 
(Governor, Area C, emphasis added). 
 
For CRCs, the co-productive approach underpinning the User Voice Council model was seen 
as even stronger than in prisons, and perhaps more ideologically than pragmatically driven, 
not least given the recent Transforming Rehabilitation changes across Probation services 
during the period of the fieldwork for this study. One of the key messages from some of the 
newly formed private consortia that manage the recent CRCs is that service users are 
 ‘ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌƐ ? and their voices are paramount to the smooth running and future development 
of the service: 
 
The first purpose of the Council is for us to consult recipients of our services on how 
ǁĞĚŽĂŶĚŚŽǁǁĞĐŽƵůĚĚŽŝƚďĞƚƚĞƌ QĚŽŝŶŐƚŚŝŶŐƐƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ?Z ?ƌĞĂ ? ? 
 
/ƚ ?ƐƐŽƉŽǁĞƌĨƵůĂŶĚƐŽĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞƚŽŚĂǀĞĂƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌĐŽŵĞĂŶĚƐĂǇ ‘ǁĞůůůŽŽŬ ?ǇŽƵ
ŵĂǇŚĂǀĞƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚĂůůƚŚŝƐďƵƚƚŚŝƐŝƐŶ ?ƚƌŝŐŚƚ ?ƚŚŝƐŝ Ŷ ?ƚŐŽŝŶŐƚŽǁŽƌŬ ? QƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞƐŽ
ŵĂŶǇƐŵĂůůƚŚŝŶŐƐƚŚĂƚǁĞĚŽŶ ?ƚŐĞƚƌŝŐŚƚƚŚĂƚĐĂŶŚĂǀĞĂďŝŐŝŵƉĂĐƚ Q/ĨĞĞůƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂ
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ŚƵŐĞ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ƐŝŶĐĞ ƚŚĞ ŽƵŶĐŝů ĐĂŵĞ ĂůŽŶŐ Q ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ Ă ƌĞĂů
ĂĐĐĞƉƚĂŶĐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƵƐĞƌƐ ĂƌĞ ĂŶ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ Q ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ ŽƵƌ
customer (CRC, Area A). 
 
ĞƐƉŝƚĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌƐŶŽƚĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ ‘ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌ ?ŚĞůƉĨƵů, they did appreciate the fact 
that there was a genuine wish to involve them in policy and practice development. They 
spoke of having their voice heard and getting opinions across as well as being able to 
achieve change. Whilst in prison, many Council participants suggested that membership of 
the Council helped them to cope with being incarcerated, whilst the Community Councils, as 
ŽŶĞ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ŝŶ ƌĞĂ  ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ ? ŚĞůƉĞĚ  ‘ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ƐŽŵĞ ƐŽƌƚ ŽĨ ƐŽĨƚ ůĂŶĚŝŶŐ ? ĨŽƌ ƚŚŽƐĞ
ĐŽŵŝŶŐ ‘ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞŐĂƚĞ ? ? 
 
However, ŽŶ ŽĐĐĂƐŝŽŶƐ ? ƐŽŵĞ ŽƵŶĐŝů ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ǀŽŝĐĞĚ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ďĞŝŶŐ  ‘ƵƐĞĚ ? Žƌ
working beyond the remit of a Council member, because of the emphasis on consultation. 
>ŝŬĞǁŝƐĞ ?ƐŽŵĞƐĞŶŝŽƌŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐƐƉŽŬĞŽĨŚĂǀŝŶŐƚŽ ‘ƌĞŝŶ Ŷ ?ƐƚĂĨĨǁŚŽŵĂǇĚĞƉĞŶĚƚŽŽŵƵĐŚ
on Council members for advice and feedback. However, this seemingly increased priority to 
gain service user feedback, whilst greatly welcomed, is inevitably partly a by-product of the 
dƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵŝŶŐZĞŚĂďŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶĂŐĞŶĚĂǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝůŵĞŵďĞƌ ?ƐƌŽůĞŚĂƐďĞĐŽŵĞ one of a 
ƐŽƵŶĚŝŶŐďŽĂƌĚŽƌĞǀĞŶ ?ĂƐŽŶĞZƐĞŶŝŽƌŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ ?ĂƐĂŵĞĂŶƐŽĨ ‘ƌŽĂĚƚĞƐƚŝŶŐ ?
potential new policies, as much as a consultative forum in its own right. 
 
3.4 THE COUNCIL MODEL IN OPERATION  
 
In Chapter 1, we gave a brief overview of how the Councils operated in practice, although 
acknowledged that practice varied from area to area and setting to setting. Overall, the 
experience of the rationale for and operation of the Council meetings was seen by all 
concerned as both inspirational and positive. Whilst the views and experiences of service 
users involved in the Councils is given greater coverage in the following chapter, here we 
focus on the views of professionals in both CRCs and prisons, where there was broad 
agreement that the model of Community and Prison Councils was unique and highly 
effective, not only as a means of improving services but also as a means of personal 
development for its members: 
 
/ ?ǀĞ ƐĞĞŶ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ǁŚŽ ĐŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚ ŽƉĞŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŵŽƵƚŚ Q ? ǁŚŽ ƚŚĞŶ ƐƵĚĚĞŶůǇ ďĞĐĂŵĞ
articulate and enƚŚƵƐŝĂƐƚŝĐ Qŝƚ ?ƐĂŵĂǌŝŶŐƌĞĂůůǇ ?Z ?ƌĞĂ ? ? 
 
/ ?Ě ƐĂǇ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ŝƐ ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ ? WĞŽƉůĞ ĚŽ ƵƐĞ ǁŽƌĚƐ ůŝŬĞ  ‘ƌĞĨƌĞƐŚŝŶŐ ? ĂŶĚ
 ‘ďĞŝŶŐŝŶƐƉŝƌĞĚ ? ?Z^ƚĂĨĨ ?ƌĞĂ ? ? 
 
/ƚ ?ƐĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ ?WĞŽƉůĞĚŽŶ ?ƚĨĞĞůĂƐŝĨŝƚ ?ƐŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂůĂƚĂůů ?ƚŚĂƚĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ ?Ɛƚhere 
just as the person they are and that everybody has the opportunity to discuss and 
people can disagree (CRC Staff, Area C). 
 
/ƚ ?Ɛ ǀĞƌǇ ŐŽŽĚ ? ŝƚ ?Ɛ ǀĞƌǇ ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĚ ? dŚĞǇ ?ǀĞ ĚŽŶĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ? ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞ ĐŽŵĞ ƵƉ ?
they ƚĂůŬ ĂďŽƵƚ ŝƐƐƵĞƐ ? ǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ ?Ɛ ƐŽƌƚ ŽĨ  W ŝƚ ?Ɛ Ăůů ĚŽŶĞ ǀĞƌǇ ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚĨƵůůǇ Q dŚĞ
Councils themselves have been very constructive and very productive (Prison 
governor, Area B). 
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The CRCs regretted not being able to join forces with the recently modified National 
Probation Service (NPS) in local areas, resulting mainly from the latter being too focused on 
their revised workload with high risk offenders. Certainly, CRCs found it difficult to manage a 
Council which excluded service users supervised by NPS staff, not least when they often 
shared the same building, and hence operational staff (and Council members) struggled to 
know which service users were being supervised by which agency. 
 
Whilst the User Voice model was highly praised, there were some concerns about the 
quality of management by User Voice personnel who maybe lacked business acumen when 
it came to discussing and implementing contracts with different services. One CRC 
ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚƚŚĂƚhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞŶĞĞĚĞĚƚŽďĞŵŽƌĞ ‘ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂůůǇƐĂǀǀǇ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŵŽre 
ƐŽƉŚŝƐƚŝĐĂƚĞĚ ? ĂďŽƵƚ ƐƚĂƚŝŶŐ ĐůĞĂƌůǇ ǁŚĂƚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŵŽĚĞůĞŶƚĂŝůĞĚ ĂŶĚ ǁŚĂƚ ŝƚ ǁŽƵůĚ ĐŽƐƚ ? ĂƐ
well as being more flexible in the differing contexts of prison and community, as one CRC 
representative explained: 
 
  Q ƚŚŝƐ ŵŝŐŚƚ ďĞ Ă ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ prisons because I think one of the 
things [User Voice managers] probably need to do is differentiate their product 
better between what they can offer in the community and what they can offer in 
ƉƌŝƐŽŶƐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ Q ƚŚĞǇ ĚŽ ŽĨĨĞƌ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ƋƵŝƚĞ ŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞ ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ  ?ŝŶ ƉƌŝƐŽŶƐ ? Q
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚ ?ƐĂĐůŽƐĞĚŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶ ?ŝƚ ?ƐŵƵĐŚŵŽƌĞĐŽŚĞƌĞŶƚ Q&ŽƌĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇďĂƐĞĚ
ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŝƚ ?ƐŚĂƌĚĞƌĂĐƚƵĂůůǇƚŽĚĞĨŝŶĞ ?Z ?ƌĞĂ ? ? 
 
Some governors went further in suggesting that the model needed to be more flexible and 
indeed strategic in prisons compared with in the community. Equally, some senior managers 
stated that they would prefer more flexibility within the model so as to take into 
consideration the different cultures, needs and aspirations of the various CRCs and prisons.  
 
I think if this model is gonna develop, then it does need to become more proactive 
than reactive and look at  W K< ?ƐŽŚŽǁĐĂŶǁĞďƵŝůĚŽŶƚŚĞƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐǁĞ ?ǀĞŵĂĚĞƚŽ
actually engage Councils in some way, shape or form in the business planning 
process and in how we actually co-design the delivery of our services.  That would be 
 W ĨŽƌŵĞ ?ƚŚĂƚ ?ƐƚŚĞŝĚĞĂů ?ƚŚĂƚ ?ƐǁŚĞƌĞ/ ?ĚůŝŬĞƵƐƚŽŐĞƚƚŽďƵƚǁĞ ?ƌĞĂůŽŶŐǁĂǇĨƌŽŵ
it (CRC Senior Manager, Area B).   
 
 Q ĐŽƵůĚ ǁĞ ƵƐĞ hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ƚŽ ďĞ ĨĂƌ ŵŽƌĞ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐ QĂďŽƵƚ ŚŽǁ ǇŽƵ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ ƚŚĞ
ƉƌŝƐŽŶ Q^ŽƚŚĞW/Ɛ ?WƌŝƐŽŶĞƌ/ŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĞƐŬƐ ?ǁĂƐǀĞƌǇŵƵĐŚĂďŽƵƚŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂů
issues, pretty short term type of policies that they wanted changing, that type of 
thing.  And User Voice actually went down that track and I said, well, sorry but I can 
ŐĞƚ ƚŚĂƚ ŵǇƐĞůĨ ? / ?ǀĞ ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ŐŽƚ ƚŚĂƚ ? / ?ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ƐǇƐƚĞŵ  ƚŽ ůŽŽŬ Ăƚ ƚŚĂƚ Q / ?ŵ ŵŽƌĞ
ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚŝŶ QĂďŝƚŽĨďůƵĞƐŬǇƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ QƉŽůŝĐǇĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐĂŶĚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐ 
ƚŚĂƚǁĞǁĂŶƚƚŽŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞǁŚŝĐŚĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĨƌĂŶŬůǇĂƌĞĨŽƌƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞŶ ?ƚŝŶƚŚĞ
establishment now and to get them thinking slightly different and I thought there 
was more of a role for that.  But to be fair, the model was very much about quick 
wins ĂŶĚ/ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚƚŚŝŶŬ WŝĨ/ ?ŵŐŽŶŶĂďĞŚŽŶĞƐƚǁŝƚŚǇŽƵ W/ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚƚŚŝŶŬhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ
were on the same page as where I was (Prison governor, Area C).   
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As the above quoƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ ? ƐŽŵĞƉƌŝƐŽŶƐŚĂĚǁŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇĚĞĞŵĞĚ ƚŽďĞ  ‘ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ ?Žƌ
 ‘ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ? ŝŶŝƚŝatives running concurrently with the User Voice Prison Councils. These 
alternative structures were variously referred to as Prisoner Information Desks (PIDS), 
Prisoner Consultative Committees (PCCs) or Prisoner Consultative Groups (PCGs). PIDs (run 
by prisŽŶĞƌƐ ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ ? ƚĞŶĚ ƚŽ ĚĞĂů ǁŝƚŚ ŵŽƌĞ ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝǀĞ ?  ‘ůŽĐĂů ? ǁŝŶŐ-based and 
personal issues (i.e. applications, letters and toiletries) rather than strategic and collective 
operational concerns. What differentiates User Voice from these alternative structures is 
that while these alternative structures are associated with identifying problems, the User 
Voice Councils are associated with finding solutions.  Critically, most of these alternative 
structures have, reportedly, not historically benefited from ƐĞŶŝŽƌ ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ  ‘ďƵǇ ŝŶ ?
which might account for their problem oriented rather than solution-focused approach. 
 
W'ŝƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞŶŝŐŐůĞƐĚĂǇƚŽĚĂǇ ?ƚŚĞƚŚŝŶŐƐŽŶƚŚĞǁŝŶŐƐ QƚŚĞĚĂǇƚŽĚĂǇ QďƵƚƚŚĞ
difference with User Voice is they will come up with a solution to try and resolve it in 
partnership  W ĂƚW'ƚŚĞǇũƵƐƚŵŽĂŶ QW'ŝƐŵŽƌĞĂďŽƵƚůĞƚƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŵƐƉŽƵƚŽĨĨƚŽďĞ
honest (Prison Officer, Area B). 
 
hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞǁŝůůďĞ  ‘ŚŽǁĐŽƵůĚǁĞĚŽƚŚŝŶŐƐĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚůǇ ?>Ğƚ ?Ɛ ůŽŽŬĂƚ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ĨƌŽŵĂ
ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ĂŶŐůĞ ? ? W/ ůŽoks at problems and maybe comes up with 
ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶ QtŚĞƌĞĂƐ hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ůŽŽŬƐ Ăƚ ĂŶ ĂƌĞĂ ĂŶĚ ƚŚŝŶŬƐ ? ŚŽǁ ĐĂŶ ƚŚŝƐ ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ
not just us but the whole [establishment] (Prison Officer, Area C). 
 
Nevertheless, prison officers more readily recognise the direct benefits for them of the work 
of the PIDs than they do that of the User Voice Prison Councils  W not least as PIDs undertake 
administrative tasks that would otherwise fall to prison officers to address, and because 
there is a perception among some officers that the User Voice Council, by contrast, 
generates more rather than less work for them. 
 
dŚĞ W/Ɛ QĚŽ Ă ůŽƚ ŽĨ  W / ?ŵ ŶŽƚ ƐĂǇŝŶŐ ŵĞŶŝĂů ƚĂƐŬƐ ďƵƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĚŽ ŵŽƌĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
administration work for us which has freed up a lot of time for staff to do other 
ƚŚŝŶŐƐ Q/ĐĂŶ ?ƚƐĞĞŚŽǁƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ ?hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ ?ŐŽŶŶĂŵĂŬĞŵǇůŝĨĞĂƐĂƉƌŝƐŽŶŽĨĨŝĐĞƌ
ĞĂƐŝĞƌ QǁĞŐĞƚmore work through them (Prison Officer, Area C). 
 
However, as will be seen in Chapter 6, senior managers within the prison environment in 
particular often fail to make the distinction between User Voice Councils and other means 
of addressing prisoner concerns. Despite these alternative initiatives being more about 
resolving personal rather than public issues, there was nevertheless talk among senior 
managers of duplication and thus a sense of unnecessary additional expense incurred by 
funding User Voice Councils (see Chapter 6). Respondents in the senior management 
interviews did recognise, however, the unique role that User Voice Councils had as being 
user-led but wanted tŚĞŵƚŽďĞŵŽƌĞƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐ ? ‘ĚŝĂŐŶŽƐƚŝĐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ƚĂŝůŽƌĞĚ ? W which the other 
consultative fora were not designed to be: 
 
I think there is a different dimension to ex-offenders doing it and I get that and I 
ƚŚŝŶŬǁĞƐŚŽƵůĚǁĞůĐŽŵĞƚŚĂƚĂŶĚǁĞƐŚŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚĚŝƐĐŽƵƌĂŐe it. I think we just need to 
do it in a different way and I think probably more of a diagnostic type of approach 
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ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞŶ ŽŶĐĞ ǇŽƵ ?ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ƚŚĞ ĚŝĂŐŶŽƐƚŝĐ ? ǇŽƵ ĐŽƵůĚ ƚŚĞŶ ůŽŽŬĂƚƉƌŽďĂďůǇ ƚĂŝůŽƌĞĚ
interventions to the establishment based on what you found (Governor, Area C). 
 
This belief that User Voice Councils could be even more distinctive and helpful within the 
prison context at least is discussed further in Chapter 7. 
 
3.5 CHALLENGES TO THE OPERATION OF THE COUNCIL 
 
3.5.1 Publicity and presentations 
 
Central to obtaining staff and service user/prisoner buy in to the Council model is effective 
dissemination or communication of outcomes which is an area in which most of the people 
we interviewed in this group felt that practice may be improved. Different areas and sites 
have developed different approaches to disseminating outcomes. For example, prison staff 
in Area C and Area A referred to the use of a kiosk, a personalised electronic system through 
which, for example, minutes of Council meetings were disseminated; however, in one focus 
group discussion, it was suggested that limited time on the Kiosk system meant that people 
ďǇƉĂƐƐĞĚƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝůŶŽƚŝĐĞƐ ŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽ  ‘ŐŽƚŽƚŚĞŵŽƌĞŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƚŚŝŶŐƐĨŽƌƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ ?
ĐĂŶƚĞĞŶ ĂŶĚ ǀŝƐŝƚƐ ? ĞƚĐ ?  ?&ŽĐƵƐ 'ƌŽƵƉ ŵĞŵďĞƌ ? ƌĞĂ  ? ? Newsletter, posters and word of 
mouth seem to be the primary vehicle for dissemination of outcomes to service users in 
some of the service user Council areas and email bulletins or reports placed in a staff 
magazine were identified as means of notifying CRC staff. 
 
However, in general, the dissemination process was felt to be relatively informal and largely 
unstructured. Good publicity and dissemination encourages buy in which enhances the 
perceived credibility and efficacy of the User Voice Council model. By the same token, buy in 
by operational staff in turn enables the implementation of changes and also contributes to 
outcomes; although not if the first time that some ground staff are made aware of these 
ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐŝƐ ‘ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞŐƌĂƉĞǀŝŶĞ ?ŝŶƉĂƐƐŝŶŐĚŝƐĐussions with prisoners or service users.  
 
Some professional respondents noted that the initial marketing and presentations for the 
ŽƵŶĐŝůƐǁĞƌĞĂƚ ƚŝŵĞƐ ŝŶĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞŽƌ ŐŽƚ ƚŚĞ  ‘ďĂĐŬƐƵƉ ?ŽĨ ƐƚĂĨĨ ?  ĂŶĚ ƚŚŝƐĚŝĚŶŽƚŚĞůƉ
develop a rapport and understanding amongst staff of the benefits of Prison or Community 
Councils or the ethos of User Voice more generally. 
 
^ŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƚĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ƚŚĞ ŶŽƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ  ‘ŽŶůǇ ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌƐ ĐĂŶ ƐƚŽƉ
ŽĨĨĞŶĚŝŶŐ ? ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ ƚƌƵĞ ďƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ ĐĂŶ ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ ďĞŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞĚ  ?ĂƐ ? professionals 
ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚŝŶĐƌŝŵŝŶĂůũƵƐƚŝĐĞĂƌĞǁĂƐƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌƚŝŵĞƵŶůĞƐƐƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞŐŽƚ WƵŶůĞƐƐƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞ
been a service user themselves or have got a service user involvement in their case 
ĂŶĚƚŚĂƚ ?ƐƋƵŝƚĞĐŚĂůůĞŶŐŝŶŐĨŽƌƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐǁŚŽŚĂǀĞĂůŽƚŽĨĞǆƉĞrience, perhaps 
ŵĂǇĨĞĞůƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞŚĂĚĂůŽƚŽĨƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ ?ŶĚ/ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚǁŚĂƚhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ W why they 
ƵƐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƐŽƌƚ ŽĨ ŵĂŶƚƌĂ ďƵƚ / ƚŚŝŶŬ ƚŚĞǇ ?Ě ďĞ ĂƐ ǁĞůů ŚĂǀŝŶŐ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ůŽŽŬ Ăƚ ŝƚ Q ?
ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞ ĚŽŶĞ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ?Ɛ ďĞĞŶ ƋƵŝƚĞ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů ?  Ƶƚ ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞs they 
ĐĂŶĐŽŵĞĂĐƌŽƐƐĂƐ ‘ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƵƐ ?ǇŽƵ ?ƌĞŬŝŶĚŽĨƵƐĞůĞƐƐ ? ?Z ?ƌĞĂ ? ? 
 
In terms of publicity, service users commented  W and service providers agreed  W that 
publicity about the positive impact of User Voice Councils on policy and practice was 
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needed, not just within geographical areas but also between them. For example, one 
comment was that there could be a national leaflet produced for all prisons which had User 
Voice Councils, so that good news could be shared and lessons learnt from other areas.  
 
3.5.2 The pace of change 
 
There was some criticism of the slowness with which proposals were implemented, not only 
from service users but also from governors and CRC personnel who felt that some proposals 
took a long time to negotiate, not least when meetings were only held irregularly, often 
monthly in prisons or monthly in the community. One Community Council participant 
elaborated on this frustration: 
 
I think from when I started until now, I think it could have progressed a little bit 
ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ Q^ŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞ ƚŚŝŶŐƐƚŚĂƚǁĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƚŽƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝů ?ŝƚĨĞĞůƐĂƐƚŚŽƵŐŚ/ ?ŵũƵƐƚ
going round on a magical roundabout, that all these things are getting brought up 
every single time (Community Council interviewee, Area C). 
 
One Community Council participant reiterated this, suggesting that more support was 
needed from probation to implement change and keep the Council and its efforts moving in 
a positive direction: 
 
What do we need from the probation office? We need regular meetings, we need 
good feedback, we need points ƚŚĂƚǁĞ ?ǀĞŵĂĚĞ ?ǁĞ ?ĚůŝŬĞƚŽƐĞĞƚŚŝŶŐƐŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚ ?
ǇŽƵŬŶŽǁ ?^ŽǁĞĚŽŶ ?ƚǁĂŶƚƚŽŬĞĞƉŵĞĞƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝůĂŶĚŬĞĞƉŽŶŚĂǀŝŶŐƚŽŐŽ
over the same thing over again. (Community Council interviewee, Area B) 
 
Linked to the above was an additional frustration about bureaucratic  ‘red tape ? impeding 
progress. Part of this was due to the structural changes taking place in the community as an 
outcome of the Transforming Rehabilitation agenda. But one Community Council participant 
indicated that the move to CRCs was being used as an excuse to delay Council proposals: 
 
All I can really do is gather feedback from the service users, take it to the  W you 
ŬŶŽǁ ?ƚŚĞZĂŶĚƚŚĞŶǁĂŝƚƚŽƐĞĞǁŚĂƚƚŚĞǇƐĂǇ ?dŚĞƌĞ ?ƐƐƵĐŚĂůŽƚŽĨƌĞĚƚĂƉĞ Q
tĞ ?ǀĞƐƚĂƌƚĞĚĂĐŽƵƉůĞŽĨƉƌŽũĞĐƚs and just everything gets put on hold until they see 
what [the new CRC does] (Community Council interviewee, Area C). 
 
KŶĞ'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚĂ ‘ƉƌĞ-ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĂƚǁĂƐŚĞůĚǁŝƚŚhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞƐƚĂĨĨƚŽƚƌǇƚŽƉĂǀĞ
the way for a smoother running Council meeting the following day, and this speeded up the 
process. Certainly there were hopes that User Voice staff could be more proactive rather 
than reactive in this process of identifying and implementing proposals and developing the 
ŽƵŶĐŝů ?ĂŶĚ  ‘ŶŽƚ ũƵƐƚ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚing the meeting and getting reps on board, taking the votes, 
ďƵƚ ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ ĞŶĂďůŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŽƵŶĐŝů ƚŽ ĚŽ ƚŚĞŝƌ ǁŽƌŬ Q ƚĂŬŝŶŐ ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǁŚŽůĞ ƚŚŝŶŐ ?
(Governor, Area B). Likewise, service user respondents also desired greater engagement 
from and continuity of staff and for them to have a more  ‘hands on ? role. Several felt 
underutilised and that their skills, talents, and dedication were not being put to good use. 
Part of this was attributed to the way the Council meetings were run  W  ‘we just kind of show 
up and make recommendations [based on service user feedback in the surgeries] but we 
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ĐĂŶ ?ƚĚŽŵƵĐŚŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶƚŚĂƚ ?. Working constructively with, and alongside, prison staff and 
offender managers  ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶũƵƐƚ ‘ƌĞƉŽƌƚŝŶŐƚŽ ? them) was a hope for many of the council 
members, and was seen as a way to expedite and sustain improvements in services, as well 
as foster co-productive practices.  
 
3.5.3 The logistics of Council activities 
 
Different establishments and settings bring different challenges to the logistics of running 
the Council model. Such challenges include, for example, the extent to which both User 
Voice staff and Council members can move around the prison to engage with other 
prisoners, or restrictions on the number of prisoners who can meet at any one time for the 
purpose of conducting Council business, or sustaining a target Council membership in 
prisons despite a rapidly changing population.  
 
Instead of focusing on the ŐƌŽƵƉ ŽĨ ůĂĚƐ ǇŽƵ ?ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ? ǇŽƵ ?ƌĞ ƐŽƌƚĂ
ƉƌĞƐƐƵƌŝƐĞĚ ƚŽ ďƌŝŶŐ ŝŶ ŵŽƌĞ ŶƵŵďĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ŬĞĞƉ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌƚŝĞƐ ůŝŬĞ ĨƵůů ? ŶĚ ƚŚĞŶ ŝƚ ?Ɛ
ĚŽǁŶƚŽƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ  ?ƐĐƌĞĞŶŝŶŐ ? QdŚĞƌĞ ?Ɛ ůŽƚƐŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞǁĂŶƚ ƚŽďĞ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚďƵƚ ƚŚĞǇ
ũƵƐƚĚŽŶ ?ƚƉĂƐƐƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ Q/ƚŚŝŶŬǇŽƵŶĞĞĚto forsake numbers for quality (User Voice 
Staff, Area C). 
 
By contrast, engaging and retaining Council members in the community is differently 
ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐŝŶŐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ  ‘ĂƐ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ůŝǀĞƐ ?ƐŽ ĚŽĞƐ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĂǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇ ?  ?Z ^ƚĂĨĨ ?
Area B).  
 
It takes a different kind of commitment [in the community] because, in prison, you 
stand to gain from being a Council member. It will count  W it just looks good on the 
ƉƌŝƐŽŶ s ĂŶĚ ǇŽƵ ŐĞƚ ƐŽŵĞ ƉƌŝǀŝůĞŐĞƐ ĂƐ ǁĞůů Q ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ / ƚŚŝŶŬ ŝƚ ƚĂŬĞƐ
more of a commitment to get out of bed and take the bus and go to where you need 
to be (User Voice Volunteer, Area B). 
 
Other operational challenges include ensuring that prisoners, service users and staff 
understand the model, its purpose and its focus. 
 
I think that you have challenges with [service users] either not really understanding 
ǁŚĂƚƚŚĞďƌĂŶĚŝƐĂďŽƵƚŽƌǁŚĂƚƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝůŝƐĂďŽƵƚ ?ƐŽƚŚĂƚ ?ƐĂŶŽŶŐŽŝŶŐĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞ
ũƵƐƚƚŽŬŝŶĚŽĨďƌŝŶŐĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇďĂĐŬŽŶƚĂƐŬ QzŽƵŚĂǀĞĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐĞŶƐƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƐƚĂĨĨ
are aware of tŚĞǁŽƌŬƚŚĂƚǇŽƵ ?ƌĞĚŽŝŶŐ ?hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ^ƚĂĨĨ ?ƌĞĂ ? ? 
 
In some institutions, there was a sense that the majority of staff and a number of prisoners 
were unaware of the role and purpose of User Voice, which was attributed to poor 
communication but which, in the case of prisoners at least, was also a consequence of a 
rapidly changing prison population. 
 
[A short term prison] makes it difficult to keep the message of the Prison Council and 
hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚŽŶĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ ?ƐŵŝŶĚƐ ?WƌŝƐŽŶKĨĨŝĐĞƌ ?ƌĞĂ ? ? 
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TherĞ ?ƐŶŽƚŚŝŶŐƉƵďůŝĐŝƐĞĚ Q/ĚŽŶ ?ƚƚŚŝŶŬŝƚ ŝƐĂĐĂƐĞŽĨƐƚĂĨĨĚŽŶ ?ƚƌĞĂůŝƐĞǁŚĂƚhƐĞƌ
sŽŝĐĞ ĚŽĞƐ ĂŶĚ ǁŚĂƚ ŝƚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ ? / ĚŽŶ ?ƚ ƚŚŝŶŬ Ă ůŽƚŽĨ ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ĚŽ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ  ?WƌŝƐŽŶ
Officer, Area C).  
 
/ĚŽŶ ?ƚĞǀĞŶŬŶŽǁŝĨƚŚĞƌĞ ?Ɛ ? ?ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ ?ŽĨƉƌŝƐŽŶŽĨĨŝĐĞƌƐ ?ŬŶŽǁǁŚĂƚǁĞ ?ƌĞĂďŽƵƚ
(User Voice Staff, Area C). 
 
Council participants also discussed some frustrations and challenges to the operation of the 
Council model. There were more frustrations expressed, or disadvantages identified, by 
Community Council participants than Prison Council members. This is most likely due to the 
nature of the populations engaŐĞĚ  ?Ă  ‘captive audience ? in prisons versus those in the 
community with more demanding schedules and other commitments) and how the Council 
is structured (i.e. Prison Council members meet weekly with Engagement Team Members, 
whereas Community Council members may only attend one meeting each month). 
 
Other challenges for Council members included engaging those potential service users who 
are not ready to engage:  ‘ƐŽŵĞƉĞŽƉůĞĂƌĞƚŽŽĂŐŐƌĞƐƐŝǀĞ ?, and several Council members did 
not feel adequately equipped or trained to handle sensitive issues or escalating behaviour.  
 
3.6 THE DYNAMICS OF PARTICIPATION  
 
User Voice staff are keen to ensure that Council members are as representative of the wider 
user group as possible  W but not just in terms of ensuring that the Council reflects the 
majority demographic in the community within which they work (whether prison or CRC) 
but ensuring that it includes representation from different minority groups: 
 
tĞ ƌĞĂůůǇ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ ǀŽŝĐĞ ŽĨ ĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞ  Q/ ĨĞĞůƚŚĂƚ ǁŚĂƚ ŵĂŬĞƐ ŝƚ ŵŽƌĞ
ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞŝƐƚŚĂƚǁĞŚĂǀĞĂĚŝǀĞƌƐĞŵĂŬĞƵƉ ?ƐŽǁĞŚĂǀĞƉĞŽƉůĞĨƌŽŵĂůůĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ Q
ethnic backgrounds, different criminal behaviours, different age groups, male, 
ĨĞŵĂůĞ ?ĂŶĚ/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĂƚ QǁŚĞŶƚŚĂƚ ?ƐŚĂƉƉĞŶŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĂƚƐŚŽǁƐǁĞ ?ƌĞĚŽŝŶŐĂŐŽŽĚũŽď
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ǁĞ ?ƌĞ ƌĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ ŽƵƚ ƚŽ ƉƌŽďĂďůǇ ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ Žƌ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ĐĂŶ ?ƚ
normally reach out to or engage with (User Voice Staff, Area B). 
 
I always ensure that I have different people from different sections of the service 
user community on the Council, so I make sure that women are represented, men, 
ƚŚĞŽůĚĞƌŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌƐ ?ďůĂĐŬ ?ǁŚŝƚĞ ?ŐĂǇ ?>'d ?ƉĞŽƉůĞǁŝƚŚůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐĚŝƐĂďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ?  ?hƐĞƌ
Voice Staff, Area C). 
 
In addition to this drive for diversity, prospective Prison Council members are subject to a 
vetting process, which can not only target diverse populations but can also limit them. In 
ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ ǁŚŽ ŐĞƚƐ ĂĐĐĞƉƚĞĚ ŽŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ WƌŝƐŽŶ ŽƵŶĐŝůƐ ? ŝƚ ƚĞŶĚƐ ƚŽ ďĞ  ‘ƚƌƵƐƚĞĚ ? Ɖƌisoners  W 
ǁŚŝĐŚ ?ŝƚƐĞĞŵƐ ?ŝƐůĞƐƐĂďŽƵƚ ‘ĐŚĞƌƌǇƉŝĐŬŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĚŵŽƌĞĂďŽƵƚĐŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂů
security and safety concerns and procedures. 
 
dŚĞŐƵǇƐǁŚŽĂƌĞŽŶhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞĂƌĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇĞŶŚĂŶĐĞĚ Q/ ?ŵŶŽƚŐŽŶŶĂƵƐĞƚŚĞǁŽƌƐƚ
guy in the prison to be UsĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ĐŽƐ ŚĞ ?Ɛ ŐŽŶŶĂ ďĞ Ă ŶŝŐŚƚŵĂƌĞ ? ƐŽ ǇŽƵ ŐĞƚ
ĨŝŐƵƌĞŚĞĂĚƐ ǁŚŽ ĂƌĞ ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ƌŽůĞ ŵŽĚĞů ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ QƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ďĞŝŶŐ ƵƐĞĚ ĨŽƌ
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ďĞŝŶŐĂůŝƐƚĞŶĞƌ ?ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇƵƐĞĚĨŽƌĂĐůĞĂŶĞƌ ?ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇĞŶŚĂŶĐĞĚĐŽƐŽĨ
his behaviour. So why not naturally gravitate towards that guy making a figurehead 
ĨŽƌhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞĐŽƐĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞŬŶŽǁƐŚŝŵĂůƌĞĂĚǇĂŶĚŚĞ ?ƐĂƌŽůĞŵŽĚĞů ?WƌŝƐŽŶKĨĨŝĐĞƌ ?
Area B). 
 
 If prisoners are known to be bullies, if prisoners are known to deal in 
ĚƌƵŐƐ QĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĞ ŝƐƐƵĞƐ QǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽ ďĞ ĐĂƌĞĨƵůǁŚŽ ǁĞůĞƚ ŝŶ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ǁĞ ?ǀĞ ŐŽƚƚĂ
look at the safety of all individuals on the Council (Prison Officer, Area C). 
 
Prison Council participants, from the sample of interviewees and those surveyed, were 
ƉƌĞĚŽŵŝŶĂŶƚůǇ  ‘ƐĞƚƚůĞĚ ?ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ?dŚĞǇǁĞƌĞŽůĚĞƌ ?ƐĞrving long(er) sentences, were fairly 
well engaged with prison programming (many were also Listeners, wing representatives, or 
ŵĞŶƚŽƌƐ ŝŶ ŽƚŚĞƌ ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ ? ? ĂŶĚ ŶĞĂƌůǇ Ăůů ǁĞƌĞ  ‘ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞĚ ? ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ? ĂƐ ƉĞƌ ƚŚĞ ĂƌŶĞĚ
Incentives and Privileges (IEP) scheme. The use of this IEP structure as a guide to vetting 
potential Council members varied somewhat from prison to prison, but was always at the 
discretion of prison staff and governors rather than User Voice staff. In some prisons, a 
prison administrator took charge of the initial vetting (typically oriented around the 
ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌ ?Ɛ ‘ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇƌŝƐŬ ? ?ĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚƚŚĞŶƉĂƐƐƚŚŽƐĞǁŚŽǁĞƌĞ ‘ĐůĞĂƌĞĚ ?ĂůŽŶŐƚŽhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ
members for further vetting (through an application and/or an interview). 
 
Nearly all service providers, User Voice staff and service users believed that vetting was an 
appropriate and useful method to ensure the Council recruited  ‘committed ?,  ‘high quality ?, 
and  ‘trustworthy ? members, as well as ensuring diversity. User Voice engagement workers 
thought the vetting of potential Council members was useful and to some extent made their 
ũŽď  ‘ĞĂƐŝĞƌ ? ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞǇ ǁĞƌĞ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ƌĞĐƌƵŝƚ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ǁŚŽ ƐŚŽǁĞĚ ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ ŚĂĚ Ă
history of making positive decisions  W  ‘ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƌŝŐŚƚ ŚĞĂĚƐƉĂĐĞ ? ? EĞĂƌůǇ Ăůů ŽƵŶcil 
participants interviewed believed that Council participation was a privilege and were also in 
favour of the vetting process. Some who had achieved a  ‘trusted prisoner ? status (for 
example, had a prison  ‘passport ? which allowed them  ‘free access ? to other halls/wings and 
to computers) recognised the potential precariousness of this status and feared that  ‘having 
the wrong kind of people on the council might ruin this ? for those who felt they had worked 
hard for such status, as one Prison Council participant reiterated: 
 
/ ĚŽŶ ?ƚ ŬŶŽǁ ŝĨ ǇŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ ďƵƚ ƚŚĞƌĞ ?Ɛ ďĞĞŶ  W even from the initial start-up of User 
sŽŝĐĞ ?/ŵĞĂŶ ?ƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐďĞĞŶƋƵŝƚĞ W ǁĞ ?ǀĞŚĂĚĂďŝƚŽĨĂƚƵƌŶŽǀĞƌŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞƚŚĂƚŚĂǀĞ
been thrown off the Council because of misdemeanours (Prison Council interviewee, 
Area C). 
 
3.7 PROFESSIONAL PARTICIPATION IN COUNCIL MEETINGS 
 
Council meetings are generally well attended by both Council members and senior 
management in prison and in the community and, indeed, a commitment from the highest 
echelons of senior manager leadership to User Voice Councils was a common finding across 
institutional heads in all areas and across all sites. While, by contrast, prison officer 
participation was limited across all the prisons, some Community Councils not only 
encouraged but reportedly achieved attendance from quite a diverse professional group  W 
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including operational staff (although one CRC area would have preferred more third sector 
representatives on the Council): 
 
We try to encourage all staff to attend, so case administrators, receptionists, 
offender managers, senior probation officers (CRC Staff, Area B). 
 
Depending on the proposal, [CRC managers] will then decide who needs to be at that 
ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ ƐŽ ŝƚ ǀĂƌŝĞƐ ĨƌŽŵ ŽŶĞ ŵŽŶƚŚ ƚŽ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ QŝĨ ŝƚ ?Ɛ ƚŽ ĚŽ ǁŝƚŚ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ 
ƉĂǇďĂĐŬ ?ƚŚĞǇŐĞƚƚŚĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇƉĂǇďĂĐŬŽĨĨŝĐĞƌ ŝŶ QƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞƋƵŝƚĞƉƌŽƵĚŽĨ ŝƚ ?ƚŚĞ
ŽƵŶĐŝů ? QƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂůǁĂǇƐƋƵŝƚĞĂŚŝŐŚŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨƐƚĂĨĨ ?hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ^ƚĂĨĨ ?ƌĞĂ ? ? 
 
However, limited participation by operational staff in the Councils was generally attributed 
ƚŽƌĞĚƵĐĞĚƐƚĂĨĨŝŶŐůĞǀĞůƐĂŶĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚǁŽƌŬůŽĂĚƐ P ‘ůŽƚŽĨ ?ƐƚĂĨĨ ?ƌĞĂůůǇǁĂŶŶĂŐŽďƵƚƚŚĞǇ
ũƵƐƚĐĂŶ ?ƚĐŽƐŽĨƚŚĞŝƌǁŽƌŬůŽĂĚ ?Z^ƚĂĨĨ ?ƌĞĂ ? ?/ŶĂƉƌŝƐŽŶĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ?ǁŝƚŚƐĞǀĞƌĞĐƵƚƐƚŽ
staff and other resources, it was suggested that the prison officers that did attend were told 
to do so by the Governor/Director for specific reasons. But there was resentment by some 
ƉƌŝƐŽŶƐƚĂĨĨƚŚĂƚƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐǁĞƌĞŐĞƚƚŝŶŐƉƌŝŵĞƚŝŵĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌǁŚĞŶƚŚĞǇĚŝĚŶŽƚ P ‘
User Voice member probably gets more time ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌƚŚĂŶ/ŐĞƚ ? ?WƌŝƐŽŶKĨĨŝĐĞƌ ?
Area B). 
 
While increasing buy-in from operational staff was generally viewed as advantageous, one 
prison officer suggested that increased participation in the Council meetings by prison 
officers was not necessarily desirable - not least because the establishment of a core group 
of Council members and professional staff who knew and trusted each other was 
considered central to its efficacy. It was suggested that too many prison officers in 
attendance or different faces each week could undermine or negatively affect Council 
dynamics. 
 
/ƚŚŝŶŬŝĨǇŽƵŚĂǀĞĂůŽƚŽĨƐƚĂĨĨĐŽŵŝŶŐ QŝƚǁŝůůĐŚĂŶŐĞƚŚĞĚǇŶĂŵŝĐƐ QƚŚĞƌĞŚĂƐƚŽďĞ
a great deal of trust both ways and I think if you have total strangers come in every 
week, thĞ  ?ŽƵŶĐŝů ? ǁŝůů ƐƚĂƌƚ ƚŽ ďĞ ƋƵŝĞƚ ? dŚĞǇ ?ůů ĐůĂŵ ƵƉ QƚŽŽ ŵĂŶǇ QĐŽƵůĚ ďĞ
ŽǀĞƌƉŽǁĞƌŝŶŐ QdŽŐĞƚƚŽƚŚĞůĞǀĞůǁĞ ?ƌĞĂƚ ? ŝƚ ?ƐŚĂĚƚŽƚĂŬĞĂŐƌĞĂƚĚĞĂůŽĨƚƌƵƐƚŽŶ
ďŽƚŚƐŝĚĞƐĂŶĚĂůŽƚŽĨĨĂŵŝůŝĂƌŝƚǇǁŝƚŚŽƵƚĐƌŽƐƐŝŶŐĂŶǇůŝŶĞƐ QƚƌƵƐƚŝƐďƵŝůƚďŽƚŚǁĂǇƐ
(Prison Officer, Area C). 
 
However, this may also illustrate a sense of wanting to protect the privileged status that 
some prison officers feel they have through being involved in the Councils, with their 
greater access to senior management as a result of their facilitation role. Nevertheless, as 
the following section on staff resistance suggests, there is a need for greater communication 
and involvement of ground staff to ensure the smooth running and development of the User 
Voice Councils generally. 
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3.8 STAFF RESISTANCE, DISTRUST AND RESENTMENT 
 
Echoing the findings from the Isle of Wight pilots discussed in Chapter 1 (see User Voice, 
 ? ? ? ? ? ĂƐ ǁĞůů ĂƐ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ? ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ ŽĨ ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐ ĐŽ-productive practices more broadly 
(Bovaird, 2007; Crawford et al. 2004; Smith, 2005), it was anticipated that councils led by 
service users would not be universally welcomed. There was a fear amongst some 
stakeholders interviewed in this evaluation that user participation to the extent suggested 
by the Councils would be met with resistance by staff, not least given the traditional culture 
of top-down intervention within the criminal justice arena generally, but more specifically in 
a prison environment: 
 
[S]ome staff will hate the idea, will despise the idea, will try to do it down, and some 
ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐůŝŬĞǁŝƐĞďƵƚŵĂŝŶůǇƐƚĂĨĨďĞĐĂƵƐĞ QŽĨĞŶǀǇ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨƐƵƐƉŝĐŝŽŶĂŶĚĂůůŽĨ
the other human elements, but the fact is some staff will be totally against the 
ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ Q /ǁŽƵůĚďĞ ĨƵůůǇŶĂŢǀĞ ŝĨ / ƐĂŝĚĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞ Q ƚŚŝŶŬƐ ŝƚ ?Ɛ ƚŚĞ ďĞƐƚ ƚŚŝŶŐ ƐŝŶĐĞ
sliced bread (Scoping interview 2). 
 
Likewise, there was an assumption that concepts such as participation or empowerment 
were alien not only to staff but also to prisoners.  
 
 ?WƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ĂƌĞ ? ƵƐĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞŝŶŐ ƚŽůĚ ǁŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ ŐŽŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĚŽ ĂŶĚ ƚŽůĚ ǁŚĂƚ ƚŽ ĚŽ Q
ŵŽƐƚŽĨƚŚĞŵ ?/ ?ĚƐĂǇ ?ĂƌĞŶŽƚĂĐĐƵƐƚŽŵĞĚƚŽƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇƉƵƚƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ
as their representative and serving to hear their concerns and to voice those 
concerns (Scoping interview 3). 
 
The same could also apply to service users, given the power dynamics involved in the 
regulation of punishment through supervision in the community. In two community focus 
group discussions, people expressed surprise at the level of empowerment they felt by 
being listened, often for the first time: 
 
[T]he first thing I went to was the HĞĂĚƋƵĂƌƚĞƌƐ Q it was quite empowering cos 
obviously you go through probation and kind of feeling like not really being listened 
to or anything.  Like to go there, then, you know, you get Heads of certain probation 
areas and stuff and then they just listen to you, do you know what I mean, when 
ǇŽƵ ?ƌĞ ƐĂƚ ĂƌŽƵŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƚĂďůĞ ĂŶĚ ƚĂŬĞ ŶŽƚĞƐ, and they just respond to you on the 
same kinda level as you, [it] is quite empowering Q it just felt really good (Focus 
group member, Area B). 
 
[User Voice] giǀĞƐ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ŽŶ Q ƚŚĞ ǁƌŽŶŐ ƐŝĚĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨĞŶĐĞ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ƚŚĂƚ
normally would not ever give them the time of day.  Like I got to go to some big 
massive meeting with seniors of probation, the Head of probation, the lady that runs 
the whole show, yeah, and ŶŽƌŵĂůůǇ / ǁŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚ ŚĂǀĞ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ ŚĞƌ  ?d></E' d
^Dd/D ?ĞǀĞŶŝĨ/ǁĂƐĞŵƉůŽǇĞĚďǇƉƌŽďĂƚŝŽŶ ?/ ?ĚŶĞǀĞƌŚĂǀĞĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽŚĞƌ ?&ŽĐƵƐ
Group member, Area A). 
 
However, central to the effective implementation, operation and outcomes of the User 
Voice Council model is not only senior management and service user buy in but also ground 
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ƐƚĂĨĨďƵǇŝŶĂŶĚŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ǁŚŝůƐƚƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝůƐǁĞƌĞŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚĨŽƌ ‘ĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ ? ?ƚŚĞ
extent to which this purpose is realised in practice is constrained, in certain contexts, by the 
ĂďƐĞŶĐĞŽĨ  ‘ďƵǇ-ŝŶ ? ĨƌŽŵŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƐƚĂĨĨĂŶĚ ?ĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĂƚ ?ƚŚĞ ůŝŵŝƚĞĚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
operational staff in Council meetings. Across all three areas and within both prison and 
community contexts, but perhaps more acutely in the prison context, staff reported varying 
degrees of resistance to the implementation of the Council model. However, there were 
pockets of good practice where prison officers perhaps felt less need to attend meetings 
(even if they had the time to do so) because they could also feed their views back to Council 
representatives just as fellow prisoners did, as one Focus Group respondent suggested: 
 
dŚĞƌĞ ?Ɛ ŵŽƌĞ ƐƚĂĨĨ ŶŽǁ ƚŚĂƚ ?ůů ƐƉĞĂŬ ƚŽ ǇŽƵ Q ƚŚĞǇ ?ůů ŐŝǀĞ ǇŽƵ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ĂďŽƵƚ
ǁŚĂƚ ?ƐŐŽŝŶŐŽŶŽƌƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞŶŽt happy with, because they understand 
ĂŶĚĂĐĐĞƉƚŶŽǁƚŚĂƚǇŽƵ ?ƌĞŶŽƚĚƌŽƉƉŝŶŐŶĂŵĞƐŝĨǇŽƵŐŽƌĂŝƐŝŶŐƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ?ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌ ?ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌ ? ?^ŽƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐŵŽƌĞĂŶĚŵŽƌĞŽĨ ƚŚĞŵĐŽŵŝŶŐƌŽƵŶĚƚŽĂĐĐĞƉƚŝŶŐ
ǁŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ?ƌĞ ĚŽŝŶŐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ǇŽƵ ?ǀĞ Ő ?ƚ ƚŚĂƚ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ ŵĂŶagement on a monthly 
ďĂƐŝƐ ?ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇƐƚƌƵŐŐůĞƚŽŚĂǀĞ QǁĞ ?ƌĞƚŚĞƌĞƚŽƚĂŬĞƐƚĂĨĨŝƐƐƵĞƐĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ
ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐǁĞƚĂŬĞƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ?ǀŝĞǁƐĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ ?&ŽĐƵƐ'ƌŽƵƉŵĞŵďĞƌ ?ƌĞĂ ? ? 
 
For example, if User Voice Engagement Team Members carry keys in prison, representing as 
it does the trust placed in them by prison management, this could generate resentment 
amongst some prison officers. It blurred the perceived difference between prison officers 
and User Voice staff, if not also, symbolically, the difference between prison officers and 
prisoners  W not least because some User Voice staff were formerly incarcerated in the 
institutions in which they now worked. While conveying trust from senior management in 
prison, in a culture historically characterised by a level of distrust, this symbol of 
institutional trust equally detracted  W in the early days at least  W ĨƌŽŵ hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ƐƚĂĨĨ ?Ɛ
perceived trustworthiness, not only amongst operational staff but also amongst prisoners. 
 
tĞŚĂĚƚŽƚƌǇĂŶĚŽǀĞƌĐŽŵĞƐƚĂĨĨ ?ƐĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐĂŶĚƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ?ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐ ?KŶĞŽĨƚŚĞďŝŐ
ƚŚŝŶŐƐǁĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůůǇŚĂĚƚŽĚĞĂůǁŝƚŚǁĂƐ QƚŚĞhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝǀĞ ?ǁŚŽŝƐĂŶĞǆ-
ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌ QǁĂůŬŝŶŐƌŽƵŶĚǁŝƚŚŬĞǇƐĂŶĚĂůŽƚŽĨƐƚĂĨĨŝŶƚŚĞĞĂƌůǇƐƚĂŐĞƐǁĞƌĞǀĞƌǇ W I 
ǁŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚƐĂǇƌĞƐĞŶƚĨƵůďƵƚĚŝĚŶ ?ƚĂŐƌĞĞwith it. Some of the prisoners also resented 
 ?ŶĂŵĞ ?ĐŽƐƚŚĞǇƵƐĞĚƚŽƚŚŝŶŬĐŽƐŚĞ ?ƐĂŶĞǆ-ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌďƵƚŶŽǁŚĞ ?ƐŐŽƚŬĞǇƐŚĞ ?ƐŽŶ
ƚŚĞƐƚĂĨĨ ƐŝĚĞ ?ŚĞǁĂŶƚƐƚŽ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ƚŚĞŵ ?ŐĂŝŶ ? ŝŶ ƚ ŵĞ ? ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞĐŽŵĞƚŽ ƌĞĂůŝƐĞ
ƚŚĂƚ  ?ŶĂŵĞ ? ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ QŚĞ ?Ɛ ŚĞƌĞto assist with the smooth running of 
the Council and making it a better place to live and work (Prison officer, Area C). 
 
But this distrust was not altogether unique to the prison context. 
 
There were initially teething problems from staff because there was an element of 
ĚŝƐƚƌƵƐƚ Qŝƚ ǁĂƐ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ƚŝŵĞ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ?Ě ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ ĞŶŐĂŐĞĚ ŝŶ QďƌŝŶŐŝŶŐ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƵƐĞƌƐ
into the office and actually listening to them (CRC Staff, Area B). 
 
The explanations that the people we spoke to offered for this distrust, hostility and 
resistance included a lack understanding of the purpose of the Councils and the potential 
ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ ? WĞŽƉůĞ ǁĞƌĞ  ‘ƐĐĞƉƚŝĐĂů ŽĨ QĞŵƉŽǁĞƌŵĞŶƚ ĨŽƌƉ ŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ?  ?WƌŝƐŽŶ ^ƚĂĨĨ ? ƌĞĂ  ? ?
ĂŶĚ ŚŽƐƚŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚ ďǇ Ă  ‘ƚŚĞŵ ĂŶĚ ƵƐ ? ŵĞŶƚĂůŝƚǇ ?sŽůƵŶƚĞĞƌ ? ƌĞĂ  ? ? dŚĞƌe was an 
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implied fear of not only what the implementation of the Council represented but what 
ĨŽƌŵĞƌƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐǁŝƚŚŬĞǇƐŽƌƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌƐǁŚŽŶŽǁƐĂƚ ‘ƌŽƵŶĚƚŚĞƚĂďůĞ ? ?Z^ƚĂĨĨ ?ƌĞĂ
B) represented in terms of blurring these boundaries and shifting traditional power 
relations. 
 
/ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌĂƉƌŽďĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĨŝĐĞƌƚĞůůŝŶŐŵĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇ ?ĚŚĞĂƌĚĂŵŽŶŐƐƚƚŚĞŝƌ
ŽǁŶƐƚĂĨĨ QƚŚĂƚƐƚĂĨĨĚŝĚŶ ?ƚůŝŬĞƚŚĞŝĚĞĂŽĨĞǆ-offenders walking into their probation 
office telling them how to do their jobs (User Voice Staff, Area B). 
 
A further explanation for the resentment that some professionals exhibited towards the 
introduction of the User Voice Council related to staff perceptions of a lack of voice. Indeed, 
some staff in both CRCs and prisons felt that nobody was listening to them and they felt that 
they had no substantive channel though which to express their voice: 
 
zŽƵ ?ǀĞ ŐŽƚ Ă ůŽƚ ƐĂǇŝŶŐ ? ǁĞůů ǁŚǇ ĂƌĞ  ?ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ? ŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ůŝƐƚĞŶĞĚ ƚŽ ǁŚĞŶ ŶŽďŽĚǇ
bothers listening to us? (Prison Officer, Area B). 
 
dŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ WdŽǇŽƵĨĞĞůƚŚĂƚǇŽƵ ?ƌĞůŝƐƚĞŶĞĚƚŽ ?ĐĂƌĞĚĨŽƌ ?ƚŚĂƚǇŽƵƌĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ
are acted on, do senior managers take note, all those questions. And a significant 
number say no. (CRC Staff, Area B). 
 
However, alongside other frustrations, where prison officers perceived the User Voice 
Council as a Prisoner rather than Prison Council and in a perceived absence of a forum at 
which their concerns could be raised, some prison officers struggled to relate to, support or 
even identify a benefit of the Council model. One prison officer suggested that staff buy-in 
ǁŽƵůĚďĞĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞĚŝĨŝƚĂůƐŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚ ‘ƚŚŝŶŐƐƚŚĂƚŵŝŐŚƚďĞďĞŶĞĨŝĐŝĂůƚŽƚŚĞƐƚĂĨĨĂƐǁĞůů ?
ƐŽ ŝƚ ?Ɛ ŶŽƚ Ăůů ũƵƐƚ ĂďŽƵƚ ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ? ŝƚ ?Ɛ ŶŽƚ Ăůů Ɖƌisoner led because staff do feel very 
ƵŶĚĞƌǀĂůƵĞĚ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ŵŽŵĞŶƚ ? ǀĞƌǇ ĚĞŵŽƚŝǀĂƚĞĚ ?  ?WƌŝƐŽŶ KĨĨŝĐĞƌ ? ƌĞĂ  ? ? /Ŷ ĂƌĞĂ  ? ĨŽƌ
ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ǁŚŝůĞŽŶĞƉƌŝƐŽŶŽĨĨŝĐĞƌƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚƚŚĂƚ  ‘ƐƚĂĨĨŚĂǀĞĂǀŽŝĐĞ ?  ?ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ
the Prison Officers Association), the Prison Council tended not to be seen as a medium for 
prison officer voices to be heard. 
 
/ƚ ?ƐĂPrisoner ŽƵŶĐŝůĂƐĨĂƌĂƐ/ ?ŵĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ ?ŵĂĚĞƵƉŽĨƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ?dŚĞƌĞĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚ
seem to be any other voices heard (Prison Officer, Area C). 
 
3.9 SUMMARY 
 
Perceptions of the purposes of User Voice Councils were to be a legitimate and official 
platform for prisoner and service user voice and consultation/co-production, to provide a 
formalised structure through which the voices of prisoners and service users could be 
channelled, and to facilitate consultation between service users/prisoners and senior 
management. However, there was some resistance to User Voice Councils from ground 
ƐƚĂĨĨ ? ďŽƚŚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ZƐ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐ ? ƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŐ ĨƌŽŵ Ă ůĂĐŬ ŽĨ  ‘ďƵǇ ŝŶ ? ƚŽ ƚŚe 
rationale for such collaboration between service users and senior management and a 
misunderstanding of the role of User Voice staff in the process. 
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User Voice Councils are widely recognised by operational staff to have a distinct function 
from alternative structures in prison which also engage prisoners and have a more 
immediate administrative, problem-solving focus. Yet, it would seem that operational prison 
staff more readily identify with the benefits of these alternative structures which serve to 
alleviate the perceived workload of prison officers compared to the User Voice Councils 
which are perceived to add to their workload. 
 
Overall, however, the model was seen as effective in empowering service users and offering 
solutions to shared problems despite some senior managers suggesting that the model 
lacked flexibility and a strategic focus on wider policy and practice development. The 
challenges to the operation of the Council model in a prison context came from restrictions 
that a) constrained the movement of and, thus, the capacity of Council members to engage 
with other prisoners; b) restrained the number of prisoners that could meet at any one time 
for the purpose of conducting Council business and c) limited membership on the Council in 
the context of rapidly changing prison populations. Within a community context, the sheer 
scale of the catchment area for service users within the CRCs was deemed a challenge to 
user involvement from diverse and hard to reach populations, as was the rapid change 
occurring within the CRCs as a result of the Transforming Rehabilitation agenda. 
 
CHAPTER FOUR: USER VOICE PARTICIPANTS  ? ENGAGEMENT AND IMPACT 
 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter focuses on the views and experiences of Council participants in the relevant 
prisons and CRC areas ?ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇĂƐ ƚŚĞǇ ƌĞůĂƚĞ ƚŽhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ ?ƐdŚĞŽƌǇŽĨŚĂŶŐĞŵŽĚĞů
and its intended outcomes. It explores the views of Council participants from interviews and 
focus groups conducted in prison and the community, as well as evidence from the initial 
and follow-up questionnaires and IOMI surveys. It also includes the views of three 
individuals who either voluntarily opted out of prison Council participation after some initial 
engagement, or had been a Council member for a very short amount of time. This chapter is 
structured around the following Theory of Change indicators: motivations for engagement, 
impacts on personal development, skills development, access to positive role models and 
the value of positive peer networks, active citizenship, and involvement and desistance.  
 
One of the most significant and meaningful themes to emerge from the views and 
experiences of Council members was their shared sense of satisfaction from helping others. 
 ‘>ĞĂǀŝŶŐĂůĞŐĂĐǇ ? was often used to describe their motivations for engagement, sustaining 
Council involvement, and creating a hopeful outlook for the future. There was an underlying 
tone of generativity from participant responses, as they ƚĂůŬĞĚĂďŽƵƚ ‘ŐŝǀŝŶŐďĂĐŬ ? by leaving 
behind a positive ůĞŐĂĐǇŝŶƚŚĞĨŽƌŵŽĨĂ ‘ŵŽƌĞŚƵŵĂŶĞ ?ŽƌƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐŝǀĞƐǇƐƚĞŵ. Generativity 
ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐƉƌŽŵŝŶĞŶƚůǇŝŶƚŚĞĚĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞĂƐĂǀŝƚĂůĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚƚŽ ‘ŵŽǀŝŶŐĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ ?
ĂŶĚ ‘ŵŽǀŝŶŐŽŶ ?ĨƌŽŵĂĐƌŝŵŝŶĂůƉĂƐƚ ?'ĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀŝƚǇŚĂƐďĞĞŶĚĞĨŝŶĞĚĂƐ P 
 
The concern for and commitment to promoting the next generation, manifested 
through parenting, teaching, mentoring, and generating products and outcomes that 
ĂŝŵƚŽ QĨŽƐƚĞƌƚŚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂŶĚǁĞůůďĞŝŶŐŽĨŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĂůƐǇƐƚĞŵƐƚŚĂƚ
will outlive the self (McAdams and de St. Aubin 1998, quoted in Maruna 2001: 99). 
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Maruna ?Ɛ (2001) work observed that desisting offenders benefited from involvement in 
 ‘ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ? ? ^ƵĐŚ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ŵĂŬĞ Ă ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ǁĞůůďĞŝŶŐ ŽĨ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ? ĂŶĚ
enable the individual to develop a sense of purpose and meaning. It also plays a part in 
testifying to the desister that an alternative agentic identity is being or has been forged.  
 
4.2 MOTIVATIONS FOR ENGAGEMENT 
 
Motivations for joining the Council varied both within and between Community and Prison 
Council members. For prisoners, several themes were consistent throughout all of the 
interviews. Participants indicated that they hoped to improve conditions for those living and 
working within the establishment, with a few emphasising a desire to better the 
environment for the prisoners to come after (i.e., leaving a  ‘legacy ? ? ? DĂŶǇ ƐĂǁ ouncil 
participation as a form of  ‘giving back ? to the prison community, while contributing to a 
solution-focused agenda. All interviewees felt that  ‘having our voice heard ? was invaluable, 
both for being able to constructively identify problem areas in the prison (and realistic 
solutions to remedy or ameliorate them), but also because most felt their voices were 
typically silenced within the criminal justice system, and specifically within the prison 
setting. Many described having their voice heard as being  ‘instrumental ? to changing things 
systemically, as their first-ŚĂŶĚ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ  ‘ůŽĐĂů ? knowledge was unparalleled, and it 
represented a form of recognition and validation from the authorities that prisoner voices 
were regarded and respected.  
 
For several prisoners, their initial motivation for joining the Council was to understand the 
system better in order to navigate it more effectively, and ease their anxiety ( ‘I wanted to 
understand how things work in here ?). This was particularly valuable for those serving a 
prison sentence for the first time. Many of these same themes were echoed in the initial 
questionnaires. There were three primary reasons listed for why participants wanted to get 
involved with the Prison Council: to have a voice; to make a difference; and, to help others. 
Some respondents listed several reasons. The majority of responses were oriented towards 
others (the collective) and the prison, rather than about themselves personally. Likewise, 
Prison Council interviewees expressed their motivations and Council intentions in an 
outwardly way, and at a more macro level  W they were also oriented around the collective 
(their  ‘prison community ?), and improving systems and relationships, rather than just the 
personal. As one interviewee explained when asked why he has wanted to stay involved in 
the Council: 
 
Basically to have some sort of input, to make [the prison] a better place. I mean, my 
ƉĂƌƚǇ ?ƐƚĂŐůŝŶĞŝƐŵĂŬŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĞƉƌŝƐŽŶ ?ĂďĞƚƚĞƌƉůĂĐĞĨŽƌĂůůǁŚŽůŝǀĞ ?ǁŽƌŬĂŶĚǀŝƐŝƚŝƚ ?
ĂŶĚƚŚĂƚŝƐƚŚĞŵĂŶƚƌĂƚŚĂƚ/ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚǁŝƚŚŵǇƉĂƌƚǇ ?^Žŝƚ ?ƐŶŽƚũƵƐƚĂďŽƵƚƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ?
ŝƚ ?ƐĂďŽƵƚŚŽǁǁĞŝŶƚĞŶĚ to lend a voice to staff and to visitors because people who 
visit this prison should be the people we try to impress because they take the word 
ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ? Q / ƚŚŝŶŬ ƚŚĞCouncil is toward benefiting a prison 
population but enhancing the skills and giving people the opportunity to prove 
ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ ? ŶĚ ŶŽǁ ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ƐƚĂĨĨ ĂŶĚ hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ƐƚĂĨĨ ŬŶŽǁ ǁŚĂƚ / ?ŵ ĐĂƉĂďůĞ ŽĨ
because I can actually apply those skills in real terms and have them show results. 
(Prison Council interviewee, Area A) 
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Prison interviewees had either first heard about the Council from other prisoners (most 
commonly from cellmates or friends, or from seeing Council members wearing their User 
Voice t-shirts around the landings), or met a User Voice employee on the wings and began 
engagement from that interaction. Two of the HMP Oakwood members had previously 
participated in the HMP Birmingham Council before being transferred. One interviewee 
became involved after some encouragement from a prison officer: 
 
/ ?ǀĞŶĞǀĞƌǁĂŶƚĞĚƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞ ?ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŽƌƚĂůŬǁŝƚŚĂŶǇŵĞŵďĞƌŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŝƐŽŶ Q[but] / ?ůů
be really honest with you, one of the staff talked to me like a human being when I first 
came ŚĞƌĞĂŶĚ/ ?ŵŶŽƚƵƐĞĚƚŽƚŚĂƚ(Prison Council interviewee, Area C).   
 
Thematically, there was considerable variation in ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐƚŽƚŚĞƐƵƌǀĞǇŝƚĞŵ P ‘Please list 
the things you hope to get out of participating in the User Voice PƌŝƐŽŶ ŽƵŶĐŝů ?. These 
ranged from imƉƌŽǀŝŶŐ ŝŶƚĞƌ ?ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůƐŬŝůůƐ  ? ‘more social skills and ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ?) and 
future employmĞŶƚƉƌŽƐƉĞĐƚƐ ? ‘this can also be used outsidĞƉƌŝƐŽŶƚŽƚĂŬĞŽŶĂƐĂĐĂƌĞĞƌ ?), 
to improving the prison and ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ ?ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐǁŝƚŚŝŶŝƚ ? ‘to achieve a properly run regime 
ĂŶĚ ƐŽůǀĞ ƵŶĚĞƌůǇŝŶŐ ŝƐƐƵĞƐ ?). Many prisoners included both a personal and collective-
oriented hope for the Council in their response. 
 
Most Prison Council interviewees were not able to easily articulate the advantages (or 
disadvantages) of being involved in the Council, though nearly all indicated that a sense of 
personal satisfaction came from  ‘helping others ? within the prison. Some also suggested that 
Council membership meant that staff could be more respectful towards them (in speech 
and behaviour), and that they were afforded some preferential treatment (for example, 
having considerable access around the prison and to technology, or getting a placement in a 
desirable workshop). /ŶŽƚŚĞƌǁŽƌĚƐ ?ƚŚĞǇďĞĐĂŵĞ ‘ƚƌƵƐƚĞĚ ?ǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŝƐŽŶ ? 
 
Several said that Council participation would most likely aid them in progressing through 
their sentence and/or place them in a better position to get a downgrade in categorisation 
(specifically, from a category C to D). However, all interviewees indicated that this was not a 
primary motivator to joining the Council or remaining on it.  
 
For those who had been involved with their Prison Council for a significant period of time 
(over one year), there was an optimistic drive despite some frustrations about periods of 
stagnation or lack of movement in actioning proposals. This longitudinal perspective 
encouraged them to continue engagement, as they had witnessed (or had directly been 
involved with) numerous positive changes as a result of Council initiatives. A number of 
interviewees in HMP Oakwood had been part of the initial Council development from 2013. 
Some expressed feeling a sense of  ‘duty ? to engage in the Council in the beginning, as the 
prison was newly opened and had been experiencing some  ‘hiccups ?. Prisoners felt they 
could make a genuine difference in assisting the prison stabilise and improve. Many of these 
respondents felt the Council could  ‘absolutely ? make a difference to ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ƌĞŐŝŵĞƐ P  ‘of 
course  W / ?ǀĞƐĞĞŶŝƚǁŝƚŚŵǇŽǁŶĞǇĞƐ ?.  
 
Most Community Council interviewees had first heard about the User Voice Council either 
from their probation office or through an advertisement in their local office. Others had met 
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a User Voice employee who had told them about the Council, or heard about the Council 
through friends or word of mouth. One participant had attended an Open University 
conference and had encountered User Voice there. Another first became involved with User 
Voice after applying for a job with the organisation. 
 
Community interviewees also varied in their motivations to become a Council member with 
User Voice. Many viewed it as a route toward paid employment within the organisation or 
as a lead-in to other opportunities. Others had become involved out of a desire to help 
others get out of the criminal justice system;  ‘to give a voice to offenders ?; to  ‘give back to 
the community ?; and to  ‘reach out to youth ? via mentoring. In contrast to many of the prison 
Council participants who either found it difficult to articulate the advantages of participating 
in the Council, or viewed the advantages through a community/collective-centred lens, 
many of the community participants also described the personal advantages of participating 
in the Council. This may reflect differences in the extent to which a sense of collectivism or 
community is more or less evident in the different penal and geographical contexts. 
 
It boosts me, it boosts my ego, of course it does, definitely. It gives me a boost and it 
makes me feel good about myself because I know like, if I can do that, I can do 
ĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐƌĞĂůůǇǁŚĞŶ/ƚŚŝŶŬĂďŽƵƚŝƚ ?/Ĩ/ĐĂŶŐŽŝŶƚŽĂƉƌŝƐŽŶĂŶĚĚŽĂƚĂůŬ ?/ ?ŵƚŚĞƌĞ
ŽŶŵǇŽǁŶ ?ůŝŬĞƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂƉƌŝƐŽŶŽĨĨŝĐĞƌƚŚĞƌĞďƵƚ ůŝŬĞƚŚĞǇĐĂŶƌĞůĂƚĞƚŽŵĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞ
/ ?ŵĂŶĞǆ-prisoner. It was just so enjoyable. (Community Council interviewee, Area C)  
 
In many ways, helping others was helping themselves to feel more confident, involved, and 
valued ? ZŝĞƐƐŵĂŶ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ?  ‘ŚĞůƉĞƌ ƚŚĞƌĂƉǇ ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ? ? ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ? ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŚĂƚĞǀĞƌ
the underpinning motive or intention, helping others helps the helper.  
 
From the initial community questionnaires, respondents listed many different reasons for 
why they were motivated to get involved in the community Council. Like those interviewed, 
their responses were consistently about advocating for other ex-offenders, in that they 
wanted to use their own experiences to express empathy, while also educating and 
ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐŝŶŐ ? ‘ƚŽŚĞůƉŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌƐ ?ƌĞŚĂďŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶďǇƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐĂŶ ‘ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĚ ? voice to educate 
ĂŶĚŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƌƐ ?). Though respondents did not explicitly state that they were 
motivated to join the Council in order to change the system (like prison respondents did), it 
is apparent from their responses that engaging with service users, and advocating for them, 
was part of a change process and that they themselves were change agents.  
 
A few ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ ?ŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌũŽŝŶŝŶŐƚŚĞCommunity Council were more instrumental 
(and less altruistic), or out of a need to meeƚ ŽƌĚĞƌ Žƌ ůŝĐĞŶĐĞ ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ P  ‘Since I was 
released from prison [I] could not get employment, so probation officer suggested I do some 
voluntary work. It wiůůůŽŽŬŐŽŽĚŽŶŵǇs ? ? 
 
ůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ‘ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐƚŚĞƐǇƐƚĞŵ ? was not commonly articulated as a motivator for joining the 
Community Council, nearly all survey respondents did have an expectation, or hope, that 
the Council would improve CRC services. All but thrĞĞƐƵƌǀĞǇƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐĂŶƐǁĞƌĞĚ ‘yeƐ ?ƚŽ
ƚŚĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ‘ĚŽǇŽƵĞǆƉĞĐƚƚŚĞouncil to make a difference to the way things are done in 
ƉƌŽďĂƚŝŽŶ ?. Some respondents emphasised the importance of their own ex-offender status 
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and how this could further facŝůŝƚĂƚĞĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚĐŚĂŶŐĞ P ‘ecause we believe in what 
we do anĚǁĞĂƌĞĞǆƉĞƌƚƐďǇĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ? ? 
 
4.3 IMPACT ON PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT 
 
Personal development is a process, and a way for people to assess their qualities, consider 
their aims in life  ?Ğ ?Ő ?  ‘ďĞŝŶŐĂďĞƚƚĞƌƉĂƌĞŶƚ ? ?  ‘ŐŝǀŝŶŐďĂĐŬƚŽƚŚĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ? ?Žƌ  ‘ƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽ
ďƌĞĂŬƚŚĞĐǇĐůĞ ?ŽĨŽĨĨĞŶĚŝŶŐĨŽƌŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?, and set goals in order to realise and maximise their 
potential  ?Ğ ?Ő ?  ‘ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ ƐŽďƌŝĞƚǇ ? ? ĐŽŵƉůĞƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ƐĞŶƚĞŶĐĞ ƉůĂŶ ? Žƌ
 ‘ƌĞĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŶŐǁŝƚŚĨĂŵŝůǇ ? ?. It was difficult for respondents to disentangle the two, as they 
are often developed together and are complementary. As a result, their responses 
frequently included aspects of both. The vast majority of initial questionnaire respondents 
hoped to gain personally from participation in the Council and overall, respondents felt that 
Council participation had a positive impact on their personal development, specifically in 
terms of confidence building, growing tolerance, feeling purposeful, and creating meaning in 
their lives. 
 
Staff could also see the value in participation, and the ways in which it contributed to 
personal development:  
 
I think that for most Council reps, the experience is positive, it raises their self-
esteem, their confidence, the ability to articulate themselves in what is quite a 
ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐŝŶŐ ? ƚŚƌĞĂƚĞŶŝŶŐ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ QƐŽ ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ? ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ ŐĂŝŶŝŶŐ ƐŬŝůůƐ ŽĨ
communication, soft skills if you like, that will help them to hopefully get a job at 
some point. And those are things we know contribute to reducing reoffending (CRC 
Staff, Area B). 
 
Other professional respondents suggested that participation could engender in Council 
members a shift in attitude, a shift in self-perception, self-esteem and self-confidence, and a 
sense of purpose. In reference to one prisoner in particular, who was disabled, and who had 
 ‘been in and out of prison his entire life ?, one prison officer said that  ‘his attitude and nature 
changed ? and that  ‘ŝƚ ?ƐŐŝǀĞŶhim a purpose in life ?.  
 
Feeling purposeful is an important part of the desistance process, as it helps to increase self-
confidence and give people meaning. Interviewees in both the community and prison 
ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚĞĚƚŚŝƐĂŶĚŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇĨĞůƚƚŚĂƚŽƵŶĐŝůƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶŚĞůƉĞĚƚŚĞŵƚŽ ‘ĨŝŶĚŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ ?
in their day-to-day lives, whilst also looking toward the future. One CRC staff member in 
ƌĞĂĂůƐŽĞĐŚŽĞĚƚŚĞǀĂůƵĞŽĨƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ P ‘It gives people a sense of purpose. So people 
that have never been involved in having a say  Q ĂůůŽĨĂƐƵĚĚĞŶĨĞĞůƚŚĂƚ ?ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ ?ƚŚĞƌĞ ?Ɛ
some input there. ? 
 
Most prison and community participants discussed the importance of improving 
relationships between service users and service providers. This was linked to personal 
development, as most believed that the reduction in relational distance between providers 
and users reduced stigma and helped them to feel  ‘recognised ? and  ‘valued ? as individuals 
ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ  ‘ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌƐ ? ?One community interviewee said s/he hoped to  ‘help probation 
ƐƚĂĨĨƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞƚŚĂƚǁĞ ?ƌĞŶŽƚĂůůŵŽŶƐƚĞƌƐ ?, while another hoped the Council would help to 
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 ‘break down stereotypes on both sides ?. Moving away from negative labels (like  ‘con ? or 
 ‘offender ?) towĂƌĚ ‘ĂƉĞƌƐŽŶŽĨǀĂůƵĞ ?ǁĂƐĨĞůƚƚŽďĞĂĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůĐŽŵƉŽŶĞƚŝŶƌĞƐŚĂƉŝŶŐŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ?ĞŝŶŐǀŝĞǁĞĚŽƌƚƌĞĂƚĞĚ ‘ĂƐĂŶŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůĂŶĚŶŽƚũƵƐƚĂŶƵŵďĞƌ ?ĞŶĂďůĞĚŵĂŶǇƚŽ
see their own capacity and worth: 
 
Prison staff talk to me more like an equal now. Well, maybe not an equal, but as a 
ƉĞƌƐŽŶ ? ŶŽƚ ũƵƐƚ ĂŶ ŝŶŵĂƚĞ  Q tĞ  ?ǁŝƚŚ ĂŶ ŽĨĨŝĐĞƌ ? ŚĂǀĞĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ĂŶĚ ũƵƐƚ
ďĂŶƚĞƌ ?/ƚ ?ƐŶŽƌŵĂů W ĂďŽƵƚĂƐŶŽƌŵĂůĂƐŝƚĐŽƵůĚĞǀĞƌďĞ ?ďƵƚŝƚ ?ƐũƵƐƚůŝŬĞǁĞ ?ƌĞƚǁŽ
ŐƵǇƐŽŶƚŚĞƐƚƌĞĞƚ Q ?dŚĂƚŽĨĨŝĐĞƌ ?ǁĂƐƚŚĞŽŶĞǁŚŽƐƵŐŐĞsted the Council to me. He 
ŚĂĚƐĞĞŶƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐŝŶŵĞ QƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ/ ?ĚďĞŐŽŽĚĂƚ ŝƚ Q/ƚŵĂŬĞƐǇŽƵĨĞĞůŐŽŽĚƚŽ
ŚĂǀĞƐŽŵĞŽŶĞƉŽŝŶƚŽƵƚǇŽƵƌƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚƐ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞǇŽƵĐĂŶ ?ƚĂůǁĂǇƐƐĞĞƚŚĞŵǇŽƵƌƐĞůĨ ?
especially in a place like this [prison]. (Prison Council interviewee, Area A) 
 
 ‘Empathy ? was used frequently to not only describe how Council participants felt toward 
other service users, but also toward prison and probation staff. In both the prison and 
community context, Council participants identified  ‘tolerance ? as a value gained from 
participation in the Council.  
 
Ɛ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƵƐĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƌƐ  ‘ŐŽƚ ƚŽ ŬŶŽǁĞĂĐŚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ? ŽŶ Ă ŵŽƌĞ ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů Žƌ
human level, some mutual trust, respect and understanding was able to grow:  
  
What are the advantages?... Having my voice heard when I come to the Council. 
ĞĐĂƵƐĞďĞĨŽƌĞƚŚĂƚ ?ƉƌŽďĂƚŝŽŶǁĞƌĞŶ ?ƚůŝƐƚĞŶŝŶŐƚŽŵĞ ?ŵǇƉƌŽďĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĨŝĐĞƌǁĂƐŶŽƚ
ůŝƐƚĞŶŝŶŐƚŽŵĞ ?dŚĞǇƐĞĞŵƚŽůŝƐƚĞŶƚŽŵĞŶŽǁƚŚĞǇŬŶŽǁƚŚĂƚ/ ?ŵŽŶƚŚĞhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ
CŽƵŶĐŝů  Q dŚĞǇ ůŝƐƚĞŶ ƚŽ ŵĞ ? ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ Ă ďŝƚ ŵŽƌĞ ůĞŶŝĞƚ ŶŽǁ ? tŚĞŶ ǇŽƵ ?ƌĞ ůŝŬĞ  ?
minutes late, then before they slam the book at you. They listen to me more now. I 
ĚŽŶ ?ƚ ŬŶŽǁ  Q dŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ ŶŽƚ ƐŽ ŚĞĂǀǇ-handed now. (Community Council interviewee, 
Area A) 
 
Another community interviewee responded that Council attendance had given him a 
 ‘purpose in life ?ĂŶĚŚĂĚpositively influenced how he treated others, particularly probation 
staff: 
 
/ĚŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁŝĨƚŚĞǇƐĞĞŵĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚůǇďƵƚ/ƐĞĞƚŚĞŵĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚůǇ ?ŽĨĐŽƵƌƐĞ/ĚŽ Q/ ?ǀĞ
just got more respect for people noǁ ?/ ?ŵŶŽǁůŝŬĞ W ǁĞĂůůŚĂǀĞƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ ?EŽŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
ƉĞƌĨĞĐƚ Q/ƵƐĞĚƚŽŚĂƚĞƚŚĞŵǁŝƚŚĂƉĂƐƐŝŽŶ Q/ƚ ?ƐũƵƐƚůŝŬĞ/ŬŶŽǁƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞŚĂĚůŽĂĚƐŽĨ
casework and things like that and clients and that.  I was saying this to one the other 
week saying like, why have you got so many clients? I was just like, have a small 
amount of clients and give them as much time as you can instead of just 15 minutes 
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŝŶ  ? ? ŵŝŶƵƚĞƐ ? ǇŽƵ ĐĂŶ ?ƚ ĚŽ ŶŽƚŚŝŶŐ ? / ĚŽŶ ?ƚƚŚŝŶŬ ?  ?Community Council 
interviewee, Area C) 
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4.3.1 Evidence from the IOMI questionnaires 
 
Findings from our final analysis of the User Voice IOMI data are broadly in keeping with 
findings from other research
14
, although the team was initially somewhat surprised at how 
positive the various dimension scores appeared to be for initial IOMIs completed by User 
Voice participants. Initial IOMI scores are important because, in effect, they show what 
individuals  ‘bring to the table ? when they start a programme or intervention and before the 
latter has had much of a chance to facilitaƚĞ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ Žƌ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?Ɛ
circumstances. Initial IOMIs are intended to provide a snapshot of individual emotional well-
being at a certain point in time, and ideally, at a point in time before a programme or 
intervention has had time to have an impact on the participant. 
 
A comparison of initial IOMI scores across different cohorts can give some indication of the 
differences across such groups in terms of starting points, and the research team decided 
that it would be useful to compare the initial User Voice participant scores with initial scores 
recorded for three other groups of offenders, as detailed below
15
: 
 
¾ Moorland prisoners  W initial IOMIs completed during the period 18 W23 March 2014 
(n=334); (this was part of a larger test-retest exercise for the IOMI tool)
16
; 
¾ Prison arts programme participants  W initial IOMIs completed at start of a drama 
project for prisoners (n=10)
17
; 
¾ Resettlement project participants  W these are initial IOMIs completed by participants 
at the start of involvement with a project focusing on custody-leavers in a large 
northern city (n=57)
18
. 
 
What that comparison shows is that User Voice participants for the most part have more 
positive initial IOMI scores than those from the other three groups referred to. Scores for 
the User Voice cohort suggest that this group is less impulsive, more hopeful, and more 
resilient than the other groups, for example, as illustrated in Figure 2 below. 
 
                                                     
14
 Although IOMI is now being used by a wide range of organisations, the literature concerning its use is so far 
contained in unpublished reports to funders.  We are aware of comparison data from our own research with 
other projects, although some of the background to the tool and its development (and detailed references to 
test-retest IOMI data samples) are included in Maguire et al. (forthcoming) and Liddle et al. (forthcoming); the 
latter documents are soon to be released by the Ministry of Justice. 
15
 It can be very useful when assessing data generated by psychometric or other tools, to use comparison data 
to see whether score patterns conform to what has been generated by similar respondent groups in other 
research. 
16
 See Maguire et al. (forthcoming) 
17
 IOMI dataset provided to members of the research team; unpublished 
18
IOMI dataset collected and analysed as part of a Cabinet Office-funded mentoring project evaluation; 
unpublished.  
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Figure 2: A comparison of initial IOMI scores for User Voice participants (using all initial 
IOMIs in aggregate), with scores for other offender groups 
 
 
However, further analysis focusing on time periods between User Voice start dates and 
completion dates for the initial IOMI questionnaires indicates that dimension scores for User 
Voice participants are more consistent with those for other groups of offenders, than 
suggested in the aggregate figures in the above presentation. It was possible to establish a 
fairly precise measure of time between User Voice start dates and dates of completion for 
initial IOMIs for 185 participants, although either one or both of these dates were missing 
for the remaining 41 cases.  
 
Analysis of those time periods for the 185 cases where relevant information was available, 
suggests that the majority did not complete their initial IOMIs until well after starting with 
User Voice. Fifty per cent (n=94) of User Voice participants did not complete their initial 
IOMI questionnaires until 10 weeks or more after they began their involvement with User 
Voice, 37% (n=69) completed their initial IOMIs within four weeks of starting with User 
Voice, and 17% (n=32), completed their initial IOMI within one week of starting with User 
Voice (see Figure 3). 
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Figure 3: Cumulative percentage of User Voice participants completing their initial IOMIs, 
by number of weeks after starting with User Voice (n=185) 
 
 
 
There were significant differences between the prison and the community groups in terms 
of the timing of initial IOMI completions, with the latter completing their initial IOMIs about 
28 weeks after starting with User Voice, on average, and the prison group completing their 
initial IOMIs about 15 weeks after starting with User Voice, on average. However, the 
average for Community Council respondents reduces to 18 weeks when significant outliers 
are removed from the analysis. In particular, six Community Council respondents completed 
initial IOMIs after 90 weeks of more from their User Voice start dates. There were also 
differences between the Prison and Community Councils in terms of the dimension scores 
themselves for completed initial IOMIs. As Figure 4 illustrates, initial dimension scores for 
the Community Council group are less positive overall than for the Prison Council group. 
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Figure 4: A comparison of initial IOMI dimension scores, for community (n=70) and prison 
(n=150) User Voice participants 
 
 
 
 
These differences in initial IOMI scores may be due to the fact that not all prison 
participants are eligible to become involved with Prison Councils. It may be that those who 
are not eligible would also tend to have less positive IOMI scores, for example, and these 
individuals do not have an opportunity to complete an initial IOMI.  The Community 
Councils do not have the same eligibility criteria, so one would expect that initial IOMI 
scores overall would be somewhat lower than the prison ones  W which they do appear to be. 
 
Overall, the initial IOMI scores for User Voice participants do not provide an obvious 
baseline measure in the same way that they have done in other research, because by the 
time that some participants will have completed them, they would already have 
experienced some impact from their User Voice involvement. In other words, as the period 
of time between starting with User Voice and completing the initial IOMI increases, the 
ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐĐŽƌĞƐǁŝůůĂƌŐƵĂďůǇŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶĂĨĨĞĐƚĞĚďǇĂ ‘ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚĞĨĨĞĐƚ ‘ ? 
 
It is partly for this reason that a final effort was made in the last quarter of 2015 to generate 
larger numbers of initial IOMIs, which were completed as soon as possible after each 
ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ ?ƐƐƚĂƌƚĚĂƚĞǁŝƚŚhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ ?ƐĞĞ ‘ůŝŵŝƚĂƚŽŶƐ ?ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŝŶŚĂƉƚĞr 2).  
 
Final analysis of initial IOMI scores by completion time does suggest a relationship of the 
ƐŽƌƚƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĂďŽƵƚ ‘ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚĞĨĨĞĐƚ ? ?ďĞůŽǁ ?tĞĐĂŶƐĞĞŝŶFigure 5 a 
marked difference between dimension scores for those participants who completed their 
initial IOMIs within one week of becoming involved (at which point we would expect the 
impact of User Voice to be minimal), and dimension scores for those who completed their 
initial IOMIs after being involved with User Voice for two weeks or more (n=152).  
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The first set of scores (n=32) is more positive than the second, across all dimensions. 
 
Figure 5: A comparison of average dimension scores from initial IOMIs completed within 
one week of starting with User Voice, and scores from initial IOMIs completed two weeks 
or more after starting with User Voice 
 
 
 
That first set of initial scores also allows for a clearer comparison with other groups  W as can 
be seen from Figure 6. User Voice participants appear to have initial IOMI scores that are 
more similar to those for other offender groups, when scores from early completion are 
used instead of the full set of aggregated initial IOMIs. Using those average scores, the User 
Voice group appears to be very similar to IOMI respondents at Moorland Prison, for 
example. 
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Figure 6: A comparison of initial IOMI scores for User Voice participants (using only initial 
IOMIs completed within one week of joining User Voice), with initial scores for other 
offender groups 
 
The extra initial IOMIs collected during the final quarter of 2015 make it even clearer that 
ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐĐŽƌĞƐĂƌĞŵŽƌĞƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞƚŚĞĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĂǁĂǇƚŚĞǇĂƌĞĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ ?ƐƐƚĂƌƚ
date with User Voice. However, it is also worth highlighting a particular difficulty that there 
is with the notion of a project  ‘start date ? in relation to User Voice.  For many programmes  W 
such as training programmes in particular, for example  W the project start date is very clear 
and unambiguous.  A programme of cognitive behaviour sessions for example, can be said 
to start on a specific date, and those participants who join the programme at that point will 
have that same start date.  With User Voice however, there may be weeks of preliminary 
survey activity conducted by User Voice teams, and discussions involving prospective 
Council participants and other prisoners and/or User Voice staff sometimes long before the 
participant actually attends his or her first Council meeting. Preliminary liaison and 
consultation may, therefore, already have had some impact on a prospective Council 
member long before the date when they attend their first Council meeting.  Nonetheless, 
the pattern referred to above can still be highlighted when we look at IOMI scores that are 
3.7 
3.7 
2.6 
4.0 
3.4 
3.7 
3.6 
3.2 3.2 
3.3 
4.1 
2.7 
3.7 
3.0 
3.4 
3.2 3.2 
4.2 
2.9 
3.7 
3.3 
3.9 
3.7 
2.6 
3.9 
3.7 
3.6 
3.8 
0.0
0.5
1.0
1.5
2.0
2.5
3.0
3.5
4.0
4.5
Moorland prisoners Prison arts clients
Resettlement project participants User Voice participants
 EVALUATION OF THE USER VOICE PRISON AND COMMUNITY COUNCILS  W FINAL REPORT  
 
51 
 
ƌĞĐŽƌĚĞĚĂƐ ĐůŽƐĞĂƐƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ ƚŽĂ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?Ɛ  ‘start date ? as recorded either in the User 
Voice spreadsheets, or reported on the main questionnaires that we used as part of the 
evaluation. 
 
The following presentations show that for each of the main dimensions measured by IOMI, 
the readings become more positive ĂƐĐŽŵƉůĞƚŝŽŶƐŵŽǀĞĂǁĂǇĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ ?ƐƐƚĂƌƚ
date.  We have used trend-lines to illustrate the pattern we refer to above. 
 
Figure 7: A comparison of initial IOMI scores for agency/self-efficacy and hope, by number 
of weeks between project start date and completion of initial IOMI by User Voice 
participants 
 
 
In the following figure, the trend line illustrates a positive trend (i.e. downward, in this case) 
away from project start date. 
 
Figure 8: A comparison of initial IOMI scores for impulsivity, by number of weeks between 
project start date and completion of initial IOMI by User Voice participants 
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The trend lines in the following Figure show a positive upward shift for motivation to 
change, and a more or less static trend line for resilience. 
 
Figure 9: A comparison of initial IOMI scores for motivation to change and resilience, by 
number of weeks between project start date and completion of initial IOMI by User Voice 
participants 
 
 
Again, the trend lines for interpersonal trust and for wellbeing show a positive upward 
trend. 
 
Figure 10: A comparison of initial IOMI scores for interpersonal trust and wellbeing, by 
number of weeks between project start date and completion of initial IOMI by User Voice 
participants 
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after that point, which together allow for the plotting of individual trajectories which can in 
turn help evaluators to understand User Voice impact. 
 
The final IOMI dataset for User Voice unfortunately still has key gaps in it which made it 
more difficult to illustrate User Voice impact on participants in terms of IOMI dimensions, 
for reasons already stated above concerning a lack of baselines and a lack of follow-ups.
19
 
 
Although the analysis does in our view indicate that User Voice participation has had a 
positive impact on key dimensions of personal/emotional wellbeing (an impact which is also 
highlighted clearly in the qualitative data), the team was unable to specify these impacts 
more precisely despite further analysis toward the end of the research period.  
 
It is also worth noting that arrangements are now in place at User Voice which should allow 
increasingly for the more routine and consistent administration of IOMI to participants, and 
data from any continued administration can also be housed in the new relational database.  
More detailed analysis would certainly be possible as better quality and more consistent 
IOMI data are generated, and the existing dataset would provide a powerful supplement to 
that. 
 
4.4 IMPACT ON SKILLS DEVELOPMENT 
 
Nearly all interviewees and questionnaire respondents believed that Council engagement 
ĂƐƐŝƐƚĞĚƚŚĞŵŝŶŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐďŽƚŚ ‘ƐŽĨƚ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŚĂƌĚ ?ƐŬŝůůƐ ?DĂŶǇŽĨƚŚĞƐĞǁĞƌĞintertwined with 
personal development, as noted in the previous section. Some of the soft skills identified as 
ďĞŝŶŐŐƌŽǁŶŽƌƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚĞŶĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝůǁĞƌĞŝŶƚĞƌƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĂůƐŬŝůůƐ ? ‘/ĨĞĞů
ůŝŬĞ / ĐĂŶ ƚĂůŬ ƚŽ ĂŶǇŽŶĞ ŶŽǁ ? ? ? ĂƐ ǁĞůů ĂƐ ǀĞƌďĂůcommunication skills and increased 
confidence in public speaking. Some hard (or more tangible) skills were also identified as 
being improved through Council participation. These included technological skills (like 
operating a computer and more advanced software usage) and writing skills. 
 
Questionnaire respondents from both the Community and Prison Councils self-rated their 
skill levels very high (mean scores on a scale of 1-10). &ŽƌƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ?  ‘ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐĂŶĚǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ ? 
scored thĞŚŝŐŚĞƐƚĂƚ ? ? ? ? ?ĨŽůůŽǁĞĚďǇ ‘ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŽƚŚĞƌƐ ? at 8.62. Even the lowest rated 
skills  W  ‘ƉƵďůŝĐ ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ ? Ăƚ  ? ? ? ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ŵĂŶĂŐŝŶŐ ƐƚƌĞƐƐ ? at 8.00  W were still rated high. For 
ƚŚŽƐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ?  ‘ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ? scored the highest at 9.63, followed by 
 ‘ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŶŐ ? at 9.37. dŚĞŝƌ ůŽǁĞƐƚƌĂƚĞĚƐŬŝůůƐǁĞƌĞ ‘ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŽŶ ?, both 
at 8.75. There are a few possible explanations as to why survey respondents self-rated their 
skill levels so high. It could be that there was some social desirability bias, in that 
participants wanted to portray themselves more positively and thus rated their skill levels 
higher than they might really be in practice. It could also be that individuals who are 
attracted to the Council do indeed have a higher-level skillset than we might typically find in 
the general prison population, for example (particularly for reading and writing).  
 
                                                     
19
 For example, only three respondents who completed their initial IOMI within one week of starting with UV 
also completed a follow-up IOMI  W and none of these respondents completed any IOMIs beyond the first 
follow-up. 
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TŚĞƌĞǁĞƌĞŶŽƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞƐĞƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƐĞůĨ-rated skill levels when 
comparing their initial ratings to the follow-up ratings. This finding, however, does not mean 
that skills were not strengthened, grown, or developed, as noted above. From the follow-up 
questionnaire, when ĂƐŬĞĚ ?  ‘what have you got out of participating in the User Voice 
ŽƵŶĐŝů ?, all survey respondents indicated that they had developed at least one skill. The 
most common skill gained from participation in both the prison and community Council was 
 ‘ďĞƚƚĞƌĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐŬŝůůƐ ? ?ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶĐĞŝ ƉƵďůŝĐƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ ?ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ
skills, etc). This was reiterated by interviewees who discussed feeling more confident in 
their writing and presentation skills.  
 
Community interviewees and those from the community focus groups commonly identified 
 ‘ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ ?ĂƐĂŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌďƵŝůĚ ŶŐƐŬŝůůƐĂŶĚƉersonal development. 
DĂŶǇĨĞůƚƚŚĂƚhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞĂƐĂŶŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ‘ĂƐĂĨĞƐƉĂĐĞ ?ĨƌĞĞŽĨũƵĚŐŵĞŶƚ ?dŚŝƐ
helped to foster a sense of hope and possibility within them, thus enabling positive 
development. One respondent described the perceived support gained from being part of 
the Council:  ‘I made friends who are like a family to me ?dŚĞǇŚĞůƉĞĚŵĞŵŽǀĞŽŶŝŶ ůŝĨĞ ? ?
ŶŽƚŚĞƌ ŽƵŶĐŝů ŵĞŵďĞƌ ƚĂůŬĞĚ ĂďŽƵƚ ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ  ‘ĞŵďĂƌƌĂƐĞĚ ? ďǇ ŚŝƐ ůĂĐŬ ŽĨ ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĐĂů
knowledge, but how his User Voice peers helped him without shaming him: 
 
/ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚĞǀĞŶŬŶŽǁŚŽǁƚŽŽƉĞŶĂtŽƌĚĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ?/ƚŝƐĞŵďĂƌƌĂƐƐŝŶŐĂŶĚŵĂŬĞƐǇŽƵ
ĨĞĞůƐƚƵƉŝĚ QƵƚƚŚĞǇ ?ŽƚŚĞƌhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌƐ ?ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚĐĂƌĞ ?dŚĞǇũƵƐƚǁĂůŬĞĚ
ŵĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŝƚĂŶĚƐŚŽǁĞĚŵĞŚŽǁƚŽĚŽƚŚĞďĂƐŝĐƐ QdŚĞƌĞǁĂƐŶŽũƵdgment. They 
ƚŽŽŬ ƚŚĞ ƉŝƐƐ Ă ďŝƚ ? ďƵƚ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ ŶŝĐĞ  Q tĞ ŚĞůƉ ĞĂĐŚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ? /ƚ ?Ɛ  ?hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ĂƐ ĂŶ
ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ƌĞĂůůǇ ŐŽŽĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĂƚ  Q ^ƵƉƉŽƌƚ ĨƌŽŵ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ǁŚŽ ŬŶŽǁ ǁŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ?ǀĞ
gone through. (Community Council interviewee, Area B) 
 
For prisoners, skills development came from sustained Council involvement, and therefore 
were more frequently mentioned by participants engaged in a Council that was well 
established. These skills included greater comfort with public speaking, open-mindedness 
towards others, and generally strengthened communication skills (in writing, speaking, and 
diplomacy). Prison Council members took great pride in showing off some of the materials 
they had prepared for elections or noticeboards, as well as their written proposals, many of 
which were of a professional standard. Much like the Community Council member quoted 
above, several prison participants had limited working knowledge of computers. From their 
Council participation, they had gained valuable technological skills not afforded to many 
prisoners. One member was proud to display spread sheets he had created, which 
documented kit change patterns in the prison. He said:  
 
/ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶŝŶƐŝĚĞ ?ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ?ĨŽƌŵŽƐƚŽĨŵǇůŝĨĞ ?ŽŵƉƵƚĞƌƐŚĂǀĞĂůǁĂǇƐƐĐĂƌĞĚŵĞ Q/
ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁŚŽǁƚŽƚƵƌŶƚŚĞĚĂŵŶƚŚing on the first time I used it, but now I can do 
ĂůůƚŚŝƐ Q/ŶŽǁŚĂǀĞŽĨĨŝĐĞƌƐĐŽŵŝŶŐƚŽŵĞƚŽŚĞůƉǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŝƌƌĞƉŽƌƚƐ ? ?WƌŝƐŽŶŽƵŶĐŝů
interviewee, Area A)   
 
dŚĞƐĞŬŝŶĚƐŽĨ  ‘ƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌĂďůĞƐŬŝůůƐ ?ǁĞƌĞŚŝŐŚůǇǀĂůƵĞĚĂŶĚŵĂĚĞŵĂŶǇƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ĨĞĞůĂƐ
though their chances for employment had been strengthened. A User Voice staff member 
also highlighted the benefits associated with Council participation, and how it serves as a 
ŬŝŶĚŽĨ ‘ŐĂƚĞǁĂǇ ?ĨŽƌĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂŶĚŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ: 
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/ƚ ?Ɛ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƐŬŝůůƐĂŶĚǁĞ ?ǀĞ ƐĞĞŶƋƵŝƚĞĂ ůŽƚ ƚŚĂƚŚĂǀĞ ŐŽŶĞŽŶ ƚŽ ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ
ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƋƵŝƚĞĂůŽƚŚĂǀĞŐŽŶĞŝŶƚŽũŽďƐƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞŶŽƚ ?tĞ ?ǀĞƐĞĞŶ
 ?ƚŚĞŵ ?ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐƵƉĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĐŽŵƉĂŶǇƚŽĚĞůŝǀĞƌŐŽŽĚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ QďĞĐĂƵƐĞ
there was a gap. So they see it as developing their skills and giving something back 
and doing something for others (User Voice Staff, Area C). 
 
4.5 IMPACT ON ACCESS TO POSITIVE ROLE MODELS AND POSITIVE NETWORKS 
 
One of the most distinctive aspects of the User Voice model is the role of ex-offenders in 
service delivery, Council development and facilitation, and as role models to Council 
members. Many Council members viewed User Voice employees as  ‘motivational ? and 
 ‘inspirational ? because of their post-release successes. Prisoners discussed how they rarely 
got the chance to positively interact with those who had served time and were now  ‘living a 
good life ? on the outside. This gave many hope that they too could establish a  ‘good life ? 
upon release: 
 
You never hear about the positive stories  W the stories of people who have done 
ƐƚƌĞƚĐŚĞƐĂŶĚĐĂŶƚŚĞŶƐĞƚƚůĞĚŽǁŶĂŶĚ ůŝǀĞƌŝŐŚƚ  Q  ?ƚŚĞhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞƐƚĂĨĨŵĞŵďĞƌ ?
ĚŝĚŚŝƐƚŝŵĞĂŶĚŶŽǁŚĞ ?ƐǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ?ĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ Q,ĞŚĂƐŶŝĐĞƐƚƵĨĨ QĂŶĚŚĞ ?ƐŚĂƉƉǇ Q
zŽƵ ŶĞǀĞƌ ƐĞĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶ ŚĞƌĞ ?  ?WƌŝƐŽŶ ? ƐƚĂĨĨ ŶĞǀĞƌ ƐĞĞ ŝƚ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ? dŚĞǇ ƚŚŝŶŬ ǁĞ ?ƌĞ Ăůů
ŐŽŶŶĂĨĂŝů Q/ƚ ?ƐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚĨŽƌƵƐ ?/ƚŐŝǀĞƐƵƐŚŽƉĞ ?/Ĩ he can do it, maybe we can too 
(Prison Council interviewee, Area A). 
 
The  ‘ǁŽƵŶĚĞĚŚĞĂůĞƌ ? role of ex-offenders held significant symbolic and practical value for 
Council participants. This, to some extent, was voiced by prisoners more so than Community 
Council members. For Prison Council participants, engaging with ex-offenders in the prison 
environment was powerful. Many talked about this as a motivator for joining the Council 
 ? ‘ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶǁŚĞƌĞ/ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶ ? they get it ?) and viewing the initiative as  ‘more legit ? than 
other prison programming: 
 
I engaged because [the User Voice staff member] kŶŽǁƐ ǁŚĂƚ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ? ,Ğ ?Ɛ
ĚŽŶĞƚŝŵĞĂŶĚŬŶŽǁƐŚŽǁƉƌŝƐŽŶƐǁŽƌŬ Q/ƚǁŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚďĞƚŚĞƐĂŵĞŝĨƐŽŵĞŽŶĞĞůƐĞ
ĐĂŵĞŝŶĂŶĚƚƌŝĞĚƚŽƚĞůůƵƐĂďŽƵƚĐŚĂŶŐĞŽƌƉƌŝƐŽŶůŝĨĞ Q,ĞŬŶŽǁƐŽƵƌĨƌƵƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ W 
ŚĞ ?Ɛ ďĞĞŶ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂŶĚ ŚĂƐ ĨĞůƚ ŝƚ ŚŝŵƐĞůĨ  Q ĨƚĞƌ / ŚĞĂƌĚ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĞ ?Ě ĚŽŶĞ Ă ďŝƌĚ /
ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞĚŚŝŵƚŽĨŝŶĚŽƵƚŵŽƌĞ Q/ĚŽŶ ?ƚƚŚŝŶŬ/ǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞďĞĞn interested if he 
ǁĂƐŶ ?ƚĂĐŽŶ (Prison Council interviewee, Area B). 
 
The best people to deal with cons are cons. The best people to decide how prison is 
gonna work is peoƉůĞƚŚĂƚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞƐǇƐƚĞŵ QŶĚƚŚĂƚ ?ƐƚŚĞƉŽǁĞƌŽĨ
User Voice (Focus Group member, Area C). 
 
There were also practical aspects of this relationship that prisoners found supportive. Many 
Prison Council members sought out User Voice staff to ask for guidance on upcoming parole 
hearings and sentence planning, how to better engage with Offender Management, and 
also for clarification on prisoner rights. Several questionnaire respondents also echoed this: 
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 ‘User Voice staff are always helpful ?;  ‘ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĂďůĞĂŶĚŚĂƉƉǇƚŽŚĞůƉ ?;  ‘I get more 
assistance from User Voice staff than prison staff ?.  
 
Community Council participants had a slightly different orientation toward User Voice staff 
and their ex-offender status. Although they voiced many of the same praises that prisoners 
did (especially around helpfulness), they focused more on the general peer support they 
gained from working with other ex-offenders. Part of this was linked to stigma and shame, 
and finding a  ‘safe space ? within the User Voice organisation, as discussed earlier. Many 
talked about  ‘being comfortable ? ĂƌŽƵŶĚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƵƐĞƌƐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞǇ ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚ ŚĂǀĞƚŽ
 ‘hide ? ƚŚĞŝƌŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ. This shared status fostered a sense of  ‘freedom ? and  ‘peace ? amongst 
Council members: 
 
/ĚŽŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞƚŽŚŝĚĞǁŚŽ/ĂŵŚĞƌĞ Wthey know me and mǇďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ ?ŶĚƚŚĂƚ ?Ɛ
ŽŬĂǇ  Q / ĚŽŶ ?ƚ ũƵĚŐĞ ƚŚĞŵ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞǇ ĚŽŶ ?ƚ ũƵĚŐĞ ŵĞ  QWe can talk about our 
experiences ŽƉĞŶůǇ  QI get a lot of support from them. I can be real with them. 
(Community Council interviewee, Area A)     
 
The majority of  interviewees also talked about finding inspiration from the work of User 
Voice and its staff, and expressed a desire to assume an advocacy role themselves. All of the 
Community Council interviewees were initially motivated to join the council in order to  ‘help 
and support service users ?, and have a platform in which they could have a voice. Similar to 
questionnaire respondents, nearly all interviewees indicated that their status as  ‘ex-
offenders ? (or as service users) allowed them a greater level of empathy towards others in 
the system. Being advocates for, and role models to, other ex-offenders was identified as a 
primary motivator to engaging in the Council: 
 
I try to motivate them [other service users]. Me personally, I try to motivate them to 
ƐĂǇ ?ůŽŽŬ/ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶƚŚĞƌĞ ?ǇŽƵ ?ǀĞŐŽƚƚĂũƵƐƚŚĂŶŐŽŶŵĂ  ?ǇŽƵ ?ǀĞŐŽƚƚĂƚƌǇƚŽďĞƐƚƌŽŶŐ
ĂŶĚƚƌǇƚŽŚĂŶŐ ŝŶƚŚĞƌĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞ /ǁĂƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŵĂŶ ? / ?ǀĞĚŽŶĞ ŝƚŵĂŶ ?ŵǇƌĞĐŽƌĚƐĂǇs 
ƚŚĂƚ ?ŝƚƐĂǇƐƚŚĂƚŝƚ ?ƐĂůůƚŚĞƌĞĂŶĚ/ ?ŵŚĞƌĞ ?^ŽŵĞƚŝƐ/ĐĂŶ ?ƚďĞůŝĞǀĞ/ ?ŵŚĞƌĞƚŽĞǀĞŶ
do this interview because I was really, really bad. Really bad. (Community Council 
interviewee, Area B) 
 
4.6 IMPACT ON ACTIVE CITIZENSHIP 
 
Although there is no universally agreed definition of active citizenship, there are some 
consistent assumptions which underpin the concept. Active citizenship generally refers to 
people getting involved in their local communities and democratic processes at all levels. It 
also involves roles and responsibilities. Crick (2002: 2) argues that it represents a focus on 
 ‘the rights to be exercised as ǁĞůůĂƐĂŐƌĞĞĚƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ?. Activity in this sense is often 
associated with engagement in public services, volunteering, and democratic participation 
(see for example Crick 2000; Lister 2003).  
 
ĞĐŽŵŝŶŐ ‘ĂĐƚŝǀĞĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ƉůĂǇĞĚĂŶŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƌŽůĞ to Council members in a variety of ways. 
No interviewee used this terminology, but the descriptions of their Council experiences tap 
ŝŶƚŽƚŚĞĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐŽĨďĞŝŶŐĂ ‘ŐŽŽĚĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ ? PŚĞůƉŝŶŐŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ďĞƚƚĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌ
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environment or community, improving the quality of life for those around them, having a 
voice and choice, and mobilising others to contribute to the effort.  
 
Uggen, Manza and Behrens (2004), for example, contend that in addition to employment 
and family, ƚŚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞŽĨ ‘ĐŝǀŝĐ ƌĞŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŝŶƌŽůĞĂŶĚŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŝƐũƵƐƚ
as important. One aspect of active citizenship that is particularly relevant to ex-offenders is 
ƚŚĞ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƌĞƐŚĂƉĞ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ĂĐƚŝŽŶ ?ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ ? ĂŶĚ ĂĚǀŽĐĂĐǇ ? dŚŝƐ ŝƐ
what Maruna  ? ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ?ƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽĂƐ  ‘ŵĂŬŝŶŐŐŽŽĚ ? ?DĂŬŝŶŐgood is the process of feeling 
empowered, exercising personal agency, and rewriting one ?s  ‘shameful past into a necessary 
prelude to a productive and worthy life ?. One respondent described this process as feeling 
 ‘ƉƌŽƵĚ ? of the work he was doing and how User Voice opportunities allowed him to move 
past the ex-offender stigma.  
 
All of the Council respondents stated that they felt a sense of satisfaction in helping others 
 ‘negotiate the system ?,  ‘ůĞŶĚŝŶŐ ĂŶ ĞĂƌ ?, or feeling as though they were accomplishing 
something constructive for future service users. DĂƌƵŶĂ ?Ɛ (2001) work highlights the 
importance of generative activity for desisting offenders, as it aids them in finding new and 
ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞ ƌŽůĞƐ ? ,Ğ ĂƌŐƵĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ  ‘ŽƚŚĞƌ-centered pursuits provide socially excluded 
ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌƐ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ ŽĨ ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ Žƌ  ‘ĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚŶĞƐƐ ? ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚ ĂƌŽƵŶĚ ƚŚĞŵ ?
(ibid: 119). Council participation fostered a sense of connectedness and inclusivity for 
members, thus enabling them to feel like a productive citizen within their respective 
communities: 
 
This is our community [the prisŽŶ ? ?tĞůŝǀĞĂŶĚǁŽƌŬŚĞƌĞ Q/ƚ ?ƐŶŽƚĂŶŝĐĞƉůĂĐĞƚŽ
ďĞ ?ďƵƚƐŽŵĞŽĨƵƐĂƌĞŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĂǁŚŝůĞ QtĞũƵƐƚǁĂŶƚ ŽŵĂŬĞŝƚƚŚĞďĞƐƚǁĞĐĂŶ ?
ŶŽƚũƵƐƚĨŽƌƵƐ ?ďƵƚĨŽƌƚŚŽƐĞƚŽĐŽŵĞ QtŝƚŚƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝů ?ƌŝŐŚƚ ?ǁĞĐŽŵĞƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ?
tĞ ?ƌĞ ŵĂĚĞ ƚŽ ĨĞĞů ůŝŬĞ ƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ůistening and that we can be part of it; part of 
making it a better place. (Prison Council interviewee, Area A) 
 
One Community Council interviewee discussed how engaging in the Council was going to aid 
him in fulfilling his desire to be an advocate for prisoners and to be a community leader. 
Council participation mĂĚĞ Śŝŵ  ‘ĨĞĞů ŐŽŽĚ ? about providing solutions, while also building 
skills. He was motivated to become a more active part of his community and mobilise others 
ŝŶƚŚĞĞĨĨŽƌƚ P ‘/ƐĞĞǁŚĂƚĐĂŶďĞĂĐĐŽŵƉůŝƐŚĞĚǁŚĞŶǇŽƵǁŽƌŬƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ Q/ǁĂŶƚƚŽŵĂŬĞŵǇ
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇĂďĞƚƚĞƌƉůĂĐĞ ?ĂŶĚĨĞĞůůŝŬĞ ?ŶŽǁ ?/ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŚŽǁƚŽĚŽƚŚĂƚ ? ?
 
As noted in the introduction to this chapter, a generative tone ran through most 
ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐŽĨƚŚĞŝƌŽƵŶĐŝůĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ ? ‘Helping others helps everyone ? was the 
strongest and most consistent theme to emerge from the interviews, focus groups, and 
questionnaires. This was viewed as a personally gratifying aspect of Council participation, as 
well as an opportunity to find (or create) purpose,  ‘leave a legacy ?, and work towards a more 
positive future. For many prison participants, they believed that they had a  ‘duty ? to help 
others with the knowledge and know-how they had gained from the Council, and from their 
insight into how the prison administration operated ( ‘User Voice has helped me throughout 
my prison sentence by giving me a purpose ?). As one interviewee remarked: 
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/ ?ǀĞ ůĞĂƌŶĞĚĂ ůŽƚ ĨƌŽŵďĞŝŶŐŽŶƚŚĞCouncil; about the structure and the running of 
the regime of the prison. I know that I can help other people now because I have the 
knowledge gained from that to point them and signpost them in the right direction if 
they have any issues with certain things. People come up to me and ask me all the 
time about certain things, so I try  W / ĨĞĞů ĂƐ ƚŚŽƵŐŚ / ?ŵ ŝŶ ŵŽƌĞ ŽĨ Ă ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ
personally to be able to do that, to actually help people. (Prison Council interviewee, 
Area B)   
 
Helping others was also linked to stability, civility, and assisting others in finding 
constructive outlets for their frustrations. As one participant responded when asked why he 
remained involved in the Prison Council and what he got out of participation: 
 
There was a lot of hiccups here, there was a lot of problems and people were always 
ŵŽĂŶŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƚƌǇŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŬŝĐŬ ŽĨĨ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ǁŝŶŐƐ ? zŽƵ ?ƌĞ ĂůǁĂǇƐ ŐŽŶŶĂ ŐĞƚ ƚĞĞƚŚŝŶŐ
problems, so obviously we thought, this Prison CŽƵŶĐŝů QǇŽƵƐŝƚďĞĨŽƌĞƚŚĞGovernor 
and he will listen to you and he will want to make a change. So I thought, yeah, I 
would like to help other prisoners, so this is why I engage because, you know, I like to 
see other people  W ĨĂŝƌĞŶŽƵŐŚ ?/ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶŝŶĂůŽŶŐƚŝŵĞ ?ƉĞŽƉůĞŵŝŐŚƚďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐŝŶĨŽƌ
6 months, a year but I think about the future, what other people could benefit from. 
/ƚ ?ƐůŝŬĞĂůĞŐĂĐǇǇŽƵůĞĂǀĞďĞŚŝŶĚĨŽƌŽƚŚĞƌƉĞŽƉůĞƚŽƐĂǇ ?ŽŚǇĞĂŚ ?ƚŚĞPrison Council 
did this. (Prison Council interviewee, Area A) 
 
A number of participants linked Council participation to an interest in mentoring and 
advocacy beyond the scope of the prison, and expressed a desire to continue this kind of 
work post-release: 
 
/ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĨĂŵŝůǇĂŶĚ/ ?ǀĞŐŽƚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ?/ďĞůŝĞǀĞŝŶƚŚŝƐƐŽƌƚŽĨƚŚŝŶŐďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐŶŽƚ
much out there for ex-offenders or users, service users. So for something like this to 
ĐŽŵĞĂďŽƵƚ ?ŝƚ ?ƐŐŽŽĚďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚŬĞĞƉƐƚŚĞůĂĚƐĨƌŽŵĐŽŵŝŶŐďĂĐŬƚŽũĂŝů ?ŝƚŚĞůƉƐƚŚĞŵ
to rebuild their life and start to be a good member of society and put back into it what 
they took out and stuff like that. I believe in that sort of thing. (Community Council 
interviewee, Area C) 
 
The only female interviewee was especially keen to be an advocate for women in prison and 
as they transition into the community. She had recently been released from prison after 
serving several months. She explained how eye opening the experience was, and that if it 
ĐŽƵůĚŚĂƉƉĞŶƚŽŚĞƌ ?ŝƚĐŽƵůĚŚĂƉƉĞŶƚŽĂŶǇŽŶĞ ?^ŚĞǁĂƐŬĞĞŶƚŽƵƐĞŚĞƌĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƚŽ ‘ŐŝǀĞ
ďĂĐŬ ?ƚŽŽƚŚĞƌƐ ‘ĐĂƵŐŚƚŝŶƚŚĞƐǇƐƚĞŵ ? P 
 
I feel a duty ŶŽǁƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĂǀŽŝĐĞĨŽƌƚŚŽƐĞŝŶƚŚĞƐǇƐƚĞŵ ?ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇǁŽŵĞŶ Q/ ?Ě
ŶĞǀĞƌďĞĞŶŝŶƉƌŝƐŽŶďĞĨŽƌĞ ?/ ?ĚŶĞǀĞƌŚĂĚĂŶǇĐŽŶƚĂĐƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞůĂǁ ?ĂŶĚ/ƚŚŝŶŬ ?ǁĞůů ?
ŝĨŝƚĐŽƵůĚŚĂƉƉĞŶƚŽŵĞŝƚĐŽƵůĚŚĂƉƉĞŶƚŽĂŶǇŽŶĞ ?ŶĚ/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĂƚ ?ƐĂŶŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ
ƚŚŝŶŐ ?tĞ ?ƌĞŶŽƚĂůůďĂĚƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐǁĞũƵƐƚŵĂŬĞŵŝƐƚĂŬĞƐ  Q/ǁĂŶƚƚŽƵƐĞ
my experience to help others get past that  W ƚŽŵŽǀĞŽŶ ?ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇŽŶĐĞƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞŽƵƚ
 ?ŽĨƉƌŝƐŽŶ ? Q/ƚŚŝŶŬĨŽƌǁŽŵĞŶŝƚ ?ƐƌĞĂůůǇĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚ  W when you have that stigma and 
ǇŽƵĚŽŶ ?ƚǁĂŶƚǇŽƵƌŬŝĚƐƚŽƐĞĞǇŽƵĂƐĂďĂĚƉĞƌƐŽŶ Q/ǁĂŶƚƚŚĞŵƚŽƐĞĞŵĞĂƐĂ
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ƌŽůĞŵŽĚĞůĂŶĚƐŽŵĞŽŶĞǁŚŽŝƐƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽĚŽŐŽŽĚŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ Q/ƌĞĂůůǇǁĂŶƚ
to do that for other women too. (Community Council interviewee, Area A)   
 
4.7 INVOLVEMENT AND DESISTANCE 
 
Throughout this chapter, connections have been made between User Voice Council 
participation and the process of desistance. Generative practice  W giving back, helping 
others, and finding purpose  W has featured most prominently, as Council members 
described the ways in which involvement has helped to develop skills, provide meaning in 
their lives, and give them hope for the future.    
 
Recent scholarship on desistance has emphasised the importance of recognition, support, 
and empowerment in assisting offenders move ĂǁĂǇĨƌŽŵĐƌŝŵĞ ?ĂƌƌǇ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ?: 94) study on 
young offenders, for example, suggests that  ‘the desistance process requires proactive 
engagement, not just from those engaged in offending to seek opportunities to change, but 
also from policymakers and the wider society to ensure these opportunities are available to 
all and not just to a few ? ? hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ?Ɛ ŽƵŶĐŝů ŵŽĚĞů ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞƐ ƚŚĞƐĞ ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ďǇ
facilitating the co-production of more accessible, fair, and legitimate services within the 
criminal justice system. As much of this chapter has detailed, Council participants are made 
ƚŽ ĨĞĞů  ‘ǀĂůƵĞĚ ? ?  ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞĚ ? ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ůŝƐƚĞŶĞĚ ƚŽ ? ǁŝƚŚŝŶ Ă ƐǇƐƚĞŵ ƚŚĂƚ ŽĨƚĞŶ ƐŝůĞŶĐĞƐ ƚŚĞŝƌ
ǀŽŝĐĞƐ ? EĞĂƌůǇ Ăůů ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ ĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ  ‘ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ ? ŝŶ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ
provided them with a sense of satisfaction and self-worth. Participation also engendered in 
them a hope that their future prospects were more optimistic from the [inter]personal and 
tangible skills gained from participation:  
 
I feel hopeful that I can use wŚĂƚ/ ?ǀĞŐĂŝŶĞĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ ?Prison] Council to help me on 
ƚŚĞ ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ  Q / ŚĂǀĞ ŵŽƌĞ ĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶĐĞ ŶŽǁ ? / ĐĂŶ ůŽŽŬƉĞŽƉůĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĞǇĞ ? / ĨĞĞů
ĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶƚŝŶŵǇƐĞůĨĂŶĚŵǇƐŬŝůůƐ Q:ŽďŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁƐĚŽŶ ?ƚƐĐĂƌĞŵĞƐŽŵƵĐŚĂŶǇŵŽƌĞ- 
I had to speak in front of 100 prison ŽĨĨŝĐĞƌƐ ? EŽƚŚŝŶŐ ?Ɛ ƐĐĂƌŝĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ƚŚĂƚ ?  ?WƌŝƐŽŶ
Council interviewee, Area C) 
 
For Community Council participants, the ways in which they described the non-judgmental 
and inclusive support received from other User Voice service users suggests that this was an 
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĚĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ? ĞĐŚŽŝŶŐ tĞĂǀĞƌ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ? ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ
centrality of social relations and, as part of that, mutual and peer support in the critical 
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ? DĂƌƵŶĂ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ? ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŵĂŝŶƚĞnance of 
crime-free behaviour, despite obstacles and frustrations, is necessary for individuals to 
successfully move away from reoffending, and many interviewees emphasised the value of 
having a network of other people who had been through the system, and with whom they 
could share frustrations, anxieties or fears. A few respondents likened User Voice to a 
 ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇ ? ? ĂŶĚ Žne Community Council member felt as though s/he was offered 
 ‘ƵŶĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ? ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƚŚŽƐĞ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ŝƚ ? However, it was 
acknowledged by many that desistance required the individual to take control of the 
process, as one focus group member commented: 
 
I think what I liked about User Voice was the strapline it uses - only offenders can stop 
reoffending  W ŝ ?Ğ ?ƚĂŬĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇĨŽƌǇŽƵƌŽǁŶĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?ƚƚŚĞĞŶĚŽĨƚŚĞĚĂǇ ?ƚŚĞƌĞ ?Ɛ
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lots of influences but if you really do want to stop offending, reoffending, then only you 
can do that.  And User VoŝĐĞĐĂŶŚĞůƉǇŽƵĂĐŚŝĞǀĞƚŚĂƚ QI really liked what they wanted 
to do was help you, not do it for you but actually help you to help yourself and I really 
liked that ethos (Focus group member, Area B). 
 
4.8 SUMMARY 
 
This section has examined the views and experiences of Council participants in the relevant 
prisons and CRC ĂƌĞĂƐ ?ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇĂƐ ƚŚĞǇ ƌĞůĂƚĞ ƚŽhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ ?ƐdŚĞŽƌǇŽĨŚĂŶŐĞŵŽĚĞů
and its intended outcomes. One of the most significant and meaningful themes to emerge 
from the views and experiences of Council members was their shared sense of satisfaction 
from helping others. There was an underlying tone of generativity, as participants talked 
about  ‘giving back ? by leaving behind a positive legacy in the form of a  ‘more humane 
system ?. Overall, participants in both the community and prison settings felt that council 
engagement had a positive impact on their personal development, grew or strengthened 
soft and hard skills, and provided a  ‘safe space ? in which peer support could flourish.   
Although motivations for initially joining and sustaining engagement in the Council varied, 
there were several consistent themes expressed across the sample of those surveyed and 
interviewed. These included the hope that Councils would help to improve conditions for 
those living and working within the prison and streamline the CRC system with the service 
user in mind. All participants indicated that they had gained at least one skill from Council 
participation, and many discussed ways in which their personal development had been 
enhanced from engaging with User Voice. Communication skills, confidence, increased self-
ǁŽƌƚŚ  ?ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ  ‘ǀĂůƵĞĚ ? ? ? ĂŶĚ ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐ ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ ĂŶĚ ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ ŝ  ƚŚĞŝƌ ůŝǀĞƐ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ŚĞůƉŝŶŐ
others were the most common skills or values gained from Council engagement. Community 
participants found value in sharing their experiences with others and acting as  ‘advocates ? 
for those under supervision. All interviewees felt that having their voice heard was 
invaluable, and at the heart of Council participation and effecting change.  
 
4.9 COSTS AND BENEFITS 
 
In this section we comment on issues concerning costs and benefits at the level of individual 
User Voice participants. 
 
4.9.1 The costs of User Voice delivery 
 
As part of our focus on costs and benefits it was important to examine details about the 
costs associated with the design and delivery of User Voice projects, and we therefore 
accessed and analysed User Voice information concerning: 
 
¾ throughputs of participants, by type of project, over time, and 
¾ the costs of User Voice projects at each of the 6 prison and 3 CRC sites over the last 
few years. 
 
Our initial intention was to use the above information to calculate a  ‘unit cost ? for User 
Voice participants, but such an exercise was made more difficult by a number of issues 
including: 
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¾ the way in which  ‘participant ? is defined (as opposed to  ‘beneficiarǇ ?, which is wider 
but also less specific); 
¾ the forms and duration of involvement for  ‘participants ? as recorded within User 
sŽŝĐĞ ?ƐŽǁŶƐǇƐƚĞŵƐĨŽƌĚĂƚĂcollection. 
 
We therefore focused on actual delivery costs (annually and per month) in our own analysis, 
although we have not made specific reference to those figures in this report.  We calculated 
the average monthly cost for prison projects and for community based projects, and used 
those figures to assess  ‘cost-effectiveness thresholds ?, which we have referred to in some of 
the following sections. 
 
We were not able to gather precise details about what the implementation of User Voice 
actually meant in terms of hours counts for various grades of prison or CRC staff, although it 
was clear from both the stakeholder and participant feedback that User Voice effectiveness 
did require some commitment of prison and probation staff time.   
 
4.9.2 Identifying User Voice costs and benefits  ? feedback from prison and 
CRC stakeholders 
 
As noted in Chapter 1, in order to gain more understanding of what key stakeholders felt 
the key issues were in relation to User Voice costs and benefits, we contacted key 
representatives at each User Voice site to set up telephone discussions to cover a range of 
relevant questions. We were interested in gathering feedback first of all from senior prison 
and CRC representatives concerning areas of change which they regarded as being most 
important.  
 
Those discussions were supplemented by further discussions with staff members having 
more specific knowledge about the changes and measures referred to. For example, a 
prison Governor might suggest that reductions in violence are a top priority. In order to 
examine the cost-benefit dimensions of changes in those areas, the research team would 
then need to know more about precisely what is required in resource terms to deal with 
such incidents. Those further communications were designed to provide us with the kinds of 
details that we needed to generate unit costs for those kinds of incidents. 
 
A total of eight such discussions were held by telephone, although a larger number of brief 
email communications with key staff were also undertaken during the period from 
September 2015 to the time of writing up in 2016.  The team also made some follow-up 
calls during the writing up stage, to check a few details with key representatives.  These 
discussions were not transcribed. 
 
The responses were very useful, in that respondents were often able to provide details 
about staff resources required to address particular negative incidents  W such as how many 
minutes it took them to complete a particular form for an adjudication for example - but 
were less aware of what the actual value might be of changes in levels of occurrence.  One 
Governor noted for example, that although they were very good at monitoring, they 
 “normally leave the costing analysis to HQ ?.   
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In terms of how they would prioritise  ‘positive change ?, most senior staff referred to 
changes that are associated with re-deployable staff resources.  More specifically, senior 
prison staff respondents tended to focus on reductions in negative incidents such as 
violence or serious rule infractions for example, because these kinds of incidents are for 
them resource-intensive to deal with, whereas CRC staff tended to focus on positive 
rehabilitative or resettlement outcomes, but also changes relating to more effective 
offender management. Again however, respondents were usually unaware of the cost-
benefit dimensions relating to the kinds of changes that they prioritised as being positive or 
important
20
. 
 
4.9.3 Accessing official data on individual participants 
 
In order to describe individual trajectories for individual User Voice participants and use 
these to estimate wider costs and benefits, the team approached key data providers, using 
contact details provided by User Voice.  Although the team did not plan initially to gather 
individual-based data from official data providers, we decided that such information could 
be useful in allowing us to develop cost-able  ‘stories of change ? with some accuracy, and 
that the information would allow us to use a costed case study approach (see Liddle, 2016) 
alongside other economic research resources such as those provided in the New Economy 
toolkit
21
. 
 
We requested a set of key variables each for prison and CRC data providers (13 for prisons, 
and 15 for CRCs), and this list of variables included demographic details in each case, along 
with key fields relating to sentence record - for CRC participants, sentence record fields 
included warnings/breaches, re-offending during the course of their order, and details 
concerning employment and training.  For prison participants, sentence record details 
included information concerning regime level changes, segregation and adjudications. 
 
Follow up discussions were held with representatives about how the team might access 
historical information about named User Voice participants, relating to each of these 
variables.  However, the team was given a number of reasons concerning why data requests 
of this kind would be difficult (or impossible) for providers to respond to. Issues concerning 
data protection were often referred to by local providers who declined to provide data on 
ŶĂŵĞĚŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?ďƵƚƚŚĞƌĞǁĞƌĞĂůƐŽŝƐƐƵĞƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐĂŶĚ ‘ƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞ
ŽĨǁŽƌŬ ? ?ĂƐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĞǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐǁĂƐŶŽƚĂůǁĂǇƐŬĞƉƚŝŶƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƐǇƐƚĞŵ
                                                     
20
 Representatives also provided useful feedback concerning causality, and some of the general comments 
about this were very much in keeping with those referred to in earlier Chapters of this report.  Both senior and 
operational staff sometimes argued that it would not be possible to attribute positive changes within their 
agency to work done by User Voice specifically, since there were many activities being delivered which could 
have contributed to such outcomes  W such as  ‘PIDS ? for example. 
21
 The New Economy toolkit has several components. There is a useful set of guidance notes  W Supporting 
Public Service Transformation: Cost benefit analysis for local partnerships; HM Treasury, Public Service 
Transformation Network; New Economy, April 2014  W and a unit cost database, the most current version of 
which is Unit Cost Data Base v1.4; Supporting Public Service Transformation: Cost benefit analysis for local 
partnerships; HM Treasury, Public Service Transformation Network; New Economy, March 2015. The latter is 
in EXCEL format, as is the main tool itself  W Greater Manchester Cost Benefit Analysis Tool, version 4.2, March 
2015. 
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or even the same building), and data quality and reliability (with providers pointing out gaps 
in what they actually collected, for example).  
 
Given this reluctance to provide individual-based data (and the reasons provided to us for 
this reluctance), it was decided to focus on information from the qualitative data, material 
collected by User Voice itself, and information from our own initial and follow-up 
questionnaires
22
. 
 
4.9.4 Individual outcomes  ? costs and benefits 
 
The information referred to in the above section does provide a useful basis for assessing 
costs and benefits in relation to individual User Voice participants, and we present some of 
that detail here, beginning with material that has been used to develop individual case 
studies. 
4.9.4.1 User Voice case study  ?Frank ? 
 
Frank became a member of a User Voice Community Council in October 2014, after having 
been involved in the criminal justice system for many years. He had previous convictions for 
40 offences, with many of these offences involving violence.  Frank had also been struggling 
for many years with substance misuse (including alcohol, heroin and crack cocaine), and he 
had been involved previously in a wide range of detox sessions, residential rehabs and other 
programmes to address these difficulties.  None of these activities had been successful in 
helping him to change direction in terms of his substance misuse, although he had managed 
to cease using substances just prior to becoming involved with User Voice. Frank had also 
struggled with emotional/mental health issues, which had been exacerbated by his use of 
substances. 
 
ĞŝŶŐŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚǁŝƚŚhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞŐĂǀĞ&ƌĂŶŬĂƐĞŶƐĞŽĨ ‘ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ ?ĂƐŚĞƉƵƚŝƚ ?ĂŶĚĂĨƚĞƌƐĞǀĞƌĂů
months of involvement he secured a full time job  W in spite of having regarded himself as 
 ‘ƵŶĞŵƉůŽǇĂďůĞ ? ?ĂŶĚŝŶƐƉŝƚĞŽĨŶĞǀĞr having held full time employment previously. 
 
Frank credits his User Voice involvement not only with helping him to continue to stay away 
from substances that he had previously struggled with, but to become more stable and 
strong emotionally and in terms ŽĨŚŝƐ ‘ƐĞůĨ-ĞƐƚĞĞŵ ? ?dŚŝƐŚĂƐŚĂĚĂƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞŬŶŽĐŬ-on effect 
in terms of his relationships with his family, and also in terms of his wider social networks. 
 
At the time of writing, Frank had continued his effective abstinence from drugs and alcohol, 
and had also not offended again. He also felt that while his previous offending had adversely 
ĂĨĨĞĐƚĞĚŽƌ ‘ƵƉƐĞƚ ?ĂǁŝĚĞƌĂŶŐĞŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞ ? ‘ƚŚĞƌŝƉƉůĞĞĨĨĞĐƚŚĂƐƌĞǀĞƌƐĞĚ ? ?ĂŶĚŚĞŶŽǁĨĞĞůƐ
that he is having a positive impact on people around him. 
 
                                                     
22
 We have however put data fields in place on the User Voice database for some of this information to be 
gathered, and have made some recommendations in the final chapter about how such information could be 
collected over the longer term. 
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Costs and benefits 
 
In order to illustrate some of the costs and benefits associated with individual User Voice 
participants and their experience of involvement, the team was able to access a range of 
further details concerning this case study (including details relating to specific offences 
committed, for example), and we have assessed this material and used it to provide a 
number of presentations. 
 
In relation to offending specifically, we have used the details provided to illustrate the full 
range of costs associateĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĂƚƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐƐĞƚŽĨŽĨĨĞŶĐĞƐĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĚďǇ ‘&ƌĂŶŬ ? ?ƉƌŝŽƌƚŽŚŝƐ
involvement with User Voice. 
 
The approach taken to generating these figures involves a number of key steps: 
 
¾ a cost estimate for each specific listed offence is selected (with most of these coming 
from the New Economy toolkit referred to above);  
¾ where available, these cost estimates are broken down into fiscal costs (i.e. those 
costs associated directly with key agencies and their direct expenditure), and wider 
economic and social costs (i.e. including insurance and property costs on the 
economic side, and on the social side, costs relating to the physical and emotional 
impacts on victims of crime, for example); 
¾ in cases where a specific offence type does not have robust cost estimates available, 
it is either converted into a related category which does have such an estimate, or 
ƐŝŵƉůǇ ƚƌĞĂƚĞĚ ĂƐ Ă ŐĞŶĞƌŝĐ  ‘ŽƚŚĞƌ ? ŽĨĨĞŶĐĞ  ?ǁŚŝĐŚ ĚŽĞƐ ŚĂǀĞ Ă ĐŽƐƚ ĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞ
averaged across all crime types); 
¾ once estimates are selected for each offence, those values (along with figures for the 
number of offences of each type committed) are plugged into a tool which calculates 
the figures on the following table; 
¾ ƚŚĞƚŽŽůĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞƐƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞ ƚŽƚĂůƐ ĨŽƌĞĂĐŚŽĨĨĞŶĐĞďǇ  ‘ƚǇƉĞ ? ?ĂŶĚ ŝƚĂůƐŽĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞƐ
ƚŚĞ ‘ƚŽƚĂůƉƵďůŝĐǀĂůƵĞ ?ŽĨĞĂĐŚŽĨĨĞŶĐĞ ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ƚŚĞƚŽĂůĨŝƐĐĂů ?ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĂůĐŽƐƚƐ
associated with it); and finally 
¾ ƚŚĞ ƚŽŽů ĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞƐ Ă ĨŝŶĂů ƚŽƚĂů ƵƐŝŶŐĂŶ  ‘ƵƉůŝĨƚ ? ĨŝŐƵƌĞ  ?ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ ĂŶ ĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
numbers of actual crimes committed in comparison to the number of crimes that a 
person is convicted for).
23
 
 
The results of that analysis are presented on the following table. 
 
 
 
                                                     
23
 It is well known that specific offence types vary widely in terms of how closely their actual occurrence 
matches official recorded crime figures.  While very serious crimes such as homicide have little or no element 
ŽĨ ‘ŚŝĚĚĞŶĐƌŝŵĞ ? ?ŽƚŚĞƌŽĨĨĞŶĐĞƐƐƵĐŚĂƐƐŚŽƉůŝĨƚŝŶŐĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇĚŽ W that is, for offences in the latter category, a 
person will often commit a large number of offences that they are not convicted or even arrested for.  So that 
particular offence has an uplift figure of 16.1. The uplift figures used by the team were produced by Greater 
Manchester Police, to inform the crime section of the New Economy toolkit.  
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Table 6 PKĨĨĞŶĐĞĐŽƐƚƐƌĞůĂƚŝŶŐƚŽĐĂƐĞƐƚƵĚǇ ‘&ƌĂŶŬ ? ?ƉƌŝŽƌƚŽŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ 
*Given that offences that are not prosecuted do not incur the same level of fiscal costs as those that are, we have deducted a proportion of direct criminal justice costs 
from these totals.  Uplifted totals should obviously still be regarded as indicative only, since we do not know how many offences the participant may have committed, for 
which he was not officially charged or prosecuted.  As noted earlier, uplift multipliers are based on large aggregate datasets. 
 
 
 
 recorded 
incidents 
cost 
(fiscal) per 
incident 
total fiscal economic 
impact per 
incident 
total 
economic 
impact 
social 
impact per 
incident 
total social 
impact 
total 
public 
value  
with 
uplift* 
Burglary not in a 
dwelling 
3 1,786 5,359 2,293 6,879 1,055 3,164 15,403 24,174 
Common assault 9 509 4,581 357 3,211 1,096 9,866 17,658 121,403 
Other wounding 4 3,093 12,371 1,548 6,192 6,332 25,329 43,893 37,423 
Robbery 1 4,110 4,110 1,503 1,503 4,238 4,238 9,851 1,981 
Shoplifting 1 29 29 109 109 (no 
estimate 
available) 
(no 
estimate 
available) 
138 1,950 
Theft (not vehicle) 1 400 400 285 285  164 164 850 14,051 
Theft from vehicle 1 67 67 717 717  370 370 1,154 275,199 
Vehicle theft 2 265 530 4,160 8,320 1,112 2,224 11,074 24,174 
Other crime 18 681 12,262  756 13,611 1,843 33,181 59,054 121,403 
Total 40  39,709  40,828  78,537 159,074 476,180 
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It is worth noting that the figures presented on the table relate to offences committed 
previously by only one User Voice participant, and although it should not be claimed that 
ƚŚĞƐƵŵƐŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚĂƌĞƐŽŵĞŚŽǁŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇ ‘ĐĂƐŚ-ĂďůĞ ?ŝĨƚŚĞǇĂƌĞƉƌĞǀĞŶƚĞĚŽƌĂǀŽŝĚĞĚ W
they are very significant nonetheless, and illustrate how substantial and multi-faceted the 
benefits can be just in relation to offending, to the extent that a programme or project is 
able to bring about reductions or a cessation individual offending.   
 
/ŶƚŚŝƐĐĂƐĞ ?ƚŚĞ ‘ďĞĨŽƌĞ ?ĐŽƐƚƐĨŽƌŽĨĨĞŶĚŝŶŐĂůƐŽŶĞĞĚƚŽďĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚĂŐĂŝŶƐƚƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚ
the official offending data for this participant show that there has been no further offending 
beyond their start date with User Voice. 
 
There would of course also be very significant costs associated with sentences themselves, 
but in order to calculate these precisely we would have needed more specific details 
concerning them (such as when each sentence began and ended, and which offences that 
sentence related to).  But clearly, to the extent that a project brings about a reduction or 
cessation in individual offending, it would also generate benefits in terms of avoided 
sentence costs. 
 
In relation to non-offending outcomes, we have also used the information provided in 
ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚŝƐĐĂƐĞƐƚƵĚǇƚŽĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞĂŶŽǀĞƌĂůů ‘ĐŽƐƚ-ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƚƌĂũĞĐƚŽƌǇ ?ĨŽƌƚŚŝƐhƐĞƌsŽice 
participant. 
 
The bespoke tool that we use to calculate individual trajectories on the basis of such 
information, operates on the general assumption that if a particular social problem or issue 
attracts public expenditure if not addressed effectively, and if such expenditure is either 
reduced or not required after a particular intervention to address it is successful, then it is 
ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂƚĞ ƚŽ ƉůŽƚ ƚŚĞƐĞ ĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƐĂǀŝŶŐƐ ŽŶ Ă ƚŝŵĞůŝŶĞ ƚŽ ĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞ  ‘ŶĞƚ ǀĂůƵĞ ? ĂŶĚ
 ‘ďƌĞĂŬ-ĞǀĞŶƉŽŝŶƚƐ ?ŝŶƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƚŽƐƵch interventions. 
 
Where issues such as substance misuse are not addressed effectively for example, there is a 
set of costs that arise for a range of agencies over time, and equally, where previous costs 
are no longer necessary because a particular project or programme has allowed a 
participant to address the issues successfully  W those (mostly reactive) costs are no longer 
ŝŶĐƵƌƌĞĚ ?ĂŶĚĂďĞŶĞĨŝƚĐĂŶďĞĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞĚĨŽƌ ‘ĐŽƐƚƐĂǀŽŝĚĞĚ ? ? 
 
In relation to this case study, the available information suggests very clearly that there were 
significant previous difficulties in relation to substance misuse and mental/emotional 
wellbeing, and that User Voice involvement allowed the participant not only to address 
these difficulties successfully, but to go on to secure full time employment as well. 
 
We have therefore costed those dimensions and entered relevant values into the tool 
referred to, and have made the following assumptions about specific costs: 
 
¾ in relation to substance misuse, we have used estimates for the costs of untreated 
addiction (at £3,669 per annum for fiscal costs, £8,954 per annum for economic costs, 
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and £3,814 per annum for social costs), and have also used these values to assess 
benefits after cessation (i.e. costs avoided)
24
;  
¾ in relation to mental/emotional health, we have used estimates for the costs of dealing 
with mental health difficulties per annum (at £2,281, fiscal, and £4,590, economic  W we 
have not included a social cost)
25
; 
¾ we have assumed that successfully addressing the above two issues did not occur all at 
once  W although the evidence suggests that the issues were addressed very quickly, we 
ŚĂǀĞĂƐƐƵŵĞĚŝŶĐƌĞŵĞŶƚĂůƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐŽǀĞƌĂƐŝǆŵŽŶƚŚƉĞƌŝŽĚ ?ƐƉĂŶŶŝŶŐƚŚĞƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?Ɛ
User Voice start date equally; 
¾ we have included an estimated User Voice unit cost for the period before the participant 
secured a full time job (this figure is based on an analysis of overall project costs and 
throughput figures, but is not reproduced here as it is commercially sensitive); 
¾ we have assumed that the participant was in receipt of benefits of some sort prior to 
securing employment, and have used (unpublished) DWP figures for the overall annual 
savings that accrue when an individual on benefits secures full time employment (the 
estimate of £9,949 includes estimates for benefit savings, increases in tax revenues and 
a small amount for national health service cost savings)
26
; 
¾ we have not included offending on the timeline, because the substance misuse 
estimates include a component for substance-related offending, and it is important to 
avoid double-counting; 
¾ we have not costed for any other areas about which we did not have information (e.g. 
accommodation or homelessness, prior and subsequent use of other services). 
 
In relation to the following presentation in Figure 11 ? ŝƚ ĐĂŶďĞƐĞĞŶƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?Ɛ
cost-ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƚƌĂũĞĐƚŽƌǇŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐĂ ‘ďƌĞĂŬ-ĞǀĞŶƉŽŝŶƚ ?ĂƚĂƌŽƵŶĚƐŝǆŵŽŶƚŚƐĂĨƚĞƌƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ
start date.  From that point on, cumulative benefits begin to outstrip cumulative costs 
starting from a few months prior to the start date ( - the start date itself is midway between 
 ‘ŵŽŶƚŚ- ? ? ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŵŽŶƚŚ ? ? ? ? 
 
For the sake of anonymity, we have not made specific reference to some of the details that 
we have used to generate the presentation (e.g. precise offending time periods prior to 
involvement, and type of employment secured), but it is intended to illustrative only, of 
impacts in individual cases which can be costed.   
 
It is also worth noting that the presentation is based on actual information, and that the end 
point (month 15) takes us up to the time of writing this report.  We obviously do not know 
how durable positive changes will be beyond this point, but as of the time of writing, the 
ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐƐƵĐĐĞƐƐŝŶŵĂŶĂŐŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƐƐƵĞƐƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽŚĂƐĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞĚ ? 
                                                     
24
 See Estimating the crime reduction benefits of drug treatment and recovery (National Treatment Agency for 
Substance Misuse, 2012), p.11.  Figures have been uplifted for 2015, and include fiscal and social costs. 
25
 See Paying the Price: the cost of mental health care in England to 2026 (King's Fund, 2008), p.118, 25, 40, 59, 
74, 96, 104-109 and 114.  Figures have been uplifted for 2015, and include fiscal and economic costs. 
26
 See The Department for Work and Pensions Social Cost-Benefit Analysis framework (Working Paper 86) / 
response to parliamentary questions (HC Deb 6 February 2013, vol 558, col 352W). 
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Figure 11: Cost-ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƚƌĂũĞĐƚŽƌǇĨŽƌĐĂƐĞƐƚƵĚǇ ‘&ƌĂŶŬ ? 
 
 
Finally, it is again worth pointing out that the details presented are for only one User Voice 
participant.  Clearly, User Voice would not need to generate positive impacts of this kind in 
very many participants in order quite easily to outstrip its own costs.  
 
Reductions in offending were also clearly highlighted in some of the other qualitative data, 
although the team was not able to match such feedback with official offending data. One 
participant in a User Voice prison described how others who had been involved had 
subsequently reduced their offending, for example: 
 
tĞůů ?ǁĞ ?ǀĞ ũƵƐƚĚŽŶĞ  W my pal what I met when I came here, he got out December 
ĂŶĚŚĞ ?ƐŶŽƌŵĂůůǇ ůŝŬĞĂƉƌŽůŝĨŝĐŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌ ? ŝŶĂŶĚŽƵƚĂŶĚŚĞ ?ƐŶŽǁǁŽƌŬŝŶŐǁŝƚŚ ůŝŬĞ
ĐŚĂƌŝƚŝĞƐŽƵƚƚŚĞƌĞĂŶĚƚŚĂƚĂŶĚŚĞŚĂƐŶ ?ƚĐŽŵĞďĂĐŬ ? ^ŽǇŽƵĐĂŶŽďǀŝŽƵƐůǇƐĞĞ ŝƚ ?Ɛ
working and another couple of Council ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ƐŝŶĐĞ ŚĂǀĞ ŐŽŶĞ ŽƵƚ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞ
ƐĞĞŬĞĚ ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ ĚŽŝŶŐ ƌĞĂůůǇ ǁĞůů ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞǇ ŚĂǀĞŶ ?ƚ ĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĚ ŶŽ
more crimes (Prison Council interviewee, Area B).   
 
/ǁŽƵůĚƐĂǇŝƚ ?ƐƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵůũƵƐƚŽŶƚŚĞfact there are 2 people what have gone out and 
ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ďŽƚŚ ĞŵƉůŽyment through the Prison Council ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ WWKƐ ĂŶĚ
ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞ ŶĞǀĞƌ ďĞĞŶ ůŽŶŐĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ  ? ŵŽŶƚŚƐ ŽƵƚ ŽĨ ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ?Ɛ ĂďŽƵƚ  ? ŵŽŶƚŚƐ
ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ŽƵƚ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ǀŽůƵŶƚĂƌily all the way through it still 
(Prison Council interviewee, Area B).   
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This latter respondent makes references to positive outcomes in relation to employment, 
cessation of offending, and deregistration of individuals who were previously classified as 
PPOs (Prolific and Priority Offenders). To the extent that User Voice involvement may 
successfully lead to a deregistration impact of this kind, it is worth highlighting the cost-able 
benefit that this would involve. Details are provided in the following table of costs associated 
with monitoring a PPO, and the benefits that would therefore accrue where deregistration is 
an outcome. 
 
Table 7: Intensive monitoring of PPO/high risk offenders - illustration of benefits for 
reductions in costs relating to User Voice participants
27
 
Number 
of 
offenders 
Police
28
 drugs/alcohol 
worker
29
 
probation/YOS
30
 Total cost per 
week 
Total cost per 
month 
Total cost for six 
months 
1 £1,378 £264 £412 £2,054 £8,901 £53,404 
2 £2,756 £528 £824 £4,108 £17,801 £106,808 
3 £4,134 £792 £1,236 £6,162 £26,702 £160,212 
4 £5,512 £1,056 £1,648 £8,216 £35,603 £213,616 
5 £6,890 £1,320 £2,060 £10,270 £44,503 £267,020 
6 £8,268 £1,584 £2,472 £12,324 £53,404 £320,424 
 
In terms of outcomes relating to community-based Council activities specifically, although 
participants do not always provide much in the way of specific detail about their own 
offending levels or their own struggles with  ‘resettlement ? or other practical issues, they often 
do make general reference to some of these areas. Feedback of that kind (and in relation to 
the case studies in particular) does suggest that User Voice has had positive impacts for 
participants across a range of key resettlement issues, and although it is difficult to estimate 
this impact precisely, User Voice would not need to have very much of an impact in order for 
the cost of their activities to represent value for money.  
                                                     
27
 All figures are based on cost estimates provided in Nadia Brookes, Barbara Barrett, Ann Netten and Emily 
Knapp, 2013; Unit Costs in Criminal Justice.  Personal Social Services Research Unit, PSSRU Discussion Paper 
2855; and Lesley Curtis, 2013: Unit Costs of Health and Social Care 2013.  Personal Social Services Research Unit, 
University of Kent.  Figures have not been uplifted to 2015 levels, but the relevant uplift would be 1.5%. 
28
 Total is calculated assuming that roughly three fifths of the police hours (6 hours at £79 per hour) are client-
focused work and two fifths (4 hours at £226 per hour) face to face. 
29
 Total is calculated using figures for a Specialist Support Worker, and assumed one hour of case-related work at 
£71 per hour and one hour of face to face work at £193 per hour. 
30
 Total is calculated using YOT practitioner figures and assuming 2 hours case-related work at £45 per hour and 
2 hours face to face work at £161 per hour. 
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The following table summarises annual benefits which can be realised when sustained 
impacts are achieved in a variety of areas including reductions in substance misuse, 
employment, and the successful addressing of mental health issues, etc. 
 
Table 8: Indicative costs and benefits (per annum) for positive non-offending-related 
outcomes, by number of User Voice project participants 
  
Number of participants 
1 2 3 4 5 
Alcohol misuse - estimated annual cost to the 
NHS of alcohol dependency, per year per 
dependent drinker
31
 
3,693 7,386 11,079 14,771 18,464 
Drugs misuse - average annual fiscal savings 
resulting from reductions in health and social 
care costs as a result of effective treatment
32
 
16,437 32,874 98,622 65,748 82,185 
Apprenticeship Level 3 Qualification - annual 
benefits to the exchequer
33
 
3,709 7,418 22,255 14,837 18,546 
Fiscal benefit from a workless JSA claimant 
entering work (per individual, per year)
34
 
9,949 19,898 59,694 39,796 49,745 
Not in Employment Education or Training - 
average cost per 18-24 year old not in 
education, employment or training
35
 
14,827 29,653 88,960 59,306 74,133 
Homelessness application - average one-off 
and on-going costs associated with statutory 
homelessness
36
 
2,798 5,595 16,785 11,190 13,988 
Average cost of service provision for people 
suffering from mental health disorders, per 
person per year (all ages, including children, 
adolescents and adults) - total fiscal cost
37
 
6,872 13,743 41,230 27,487 34,358 
 
 
  
                                                     
31
 See Alcohol Use Disorders: diagnosis, assessment and management of harmful drinking and alcohol 
dependence (NICE Clinical Practice Guidance 115), p.408.  Figures have been uplifted for 2015, and include fiscal 
and social costs.  This measure is  ‘amber-flagged ? in the New Economy toolkit due to the lack of a full breakdown 
of constituent costs. 
32
 See footnote 24. 
33
 This figure is simply an example of the level of benefit generated by a specific qualification  W similar costs can 
be derived for a very wide range of qualifications.  The actual calculations involved in producing these estimates 
are complex  W see BIS (2011): Returns to Intermediate and Low Level Vocational Qualifications p9 to 10. 
34
 See footnote 26. 
35
 See Youth Unemployment: the crisis we cannot afford (ACEVO Commission on Youth Unemployment, 2012). 
36
 See Research briefing: Immediate costs to government of loss of home (Shelter, 2012), p.7.  Figures have been 
uplifted for 2015, and include fiscal and economic costs. 
37
 See footnote 25. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: IMPACT ON SERVICES 
 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The User Voice Theory of Change highlights the ways in which User Voice activities would be 
expected to generate impacts not just on individual participants, but on how services 
themselves are designed and delivered.  Within the model, it is noted that a broader and 
longer term set of outcomes relating to User Voice work would include increased 
effectiveness and increased cost-effectiveness  W as services become more focused and 
efficient from being tailored to the views and needs of users themselves. We focus in this 
chapter on some of those outcomes, again drawing from the full range of data collected as 
part of the evaluation. 
 
5.2 PERCEIVED OUTCOMES AND EFFECTS ON SERVICES 
 
The perceived outcomes and effects of participation in and proposals progressed by the User 
Voice Councils are both practically and aspirationally multi-faceted. User Voice and Single 
Points of Contact (SPOCs) in both prison and community settings (where they exist) have a 
role to play in shaping the proposals advanced by Council members to ensure they are 
 ‘ƌĞĂůŝƐƚŝĐ ? ?ǇƚŚŝƐ ?ŝƚŝƐƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚƚŚĂƚproposals should not conflict with institutional or wider 
penal policy  W nor inflame public sensibilities. 
 
We have to make sure the proposals are in line with prison service orders or prison 
service instructions and with that would come the Grayling agendĂ QďĞĐĂƵƐĞ
ŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ ǇŽƵ ?ƌĞ ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞCouncil with a real sense of unrealistic expectations 
(Prison officer, Area A). 
 
I think we go by the rule of is there any policy, is there any written policy that will 
affect this proposal? Will it pass the Daily Mail test? So will the general public object to 
ǁŚĂƚǁĞ ?ƌĞůŽŽŬŝŶŐƚŽƉƌŽƉŽƐĞ ? ? ? ?WƵďůŝĐŽƉŝŶŝŽŶĚŽĞƐĂĨĨ ĐƚƉŽůŝĐǇǁŚĞƚŚĞƌǁĞůŝŬĞ ŝƚ
or not and that can be to the detriment of the lives of serving offenders (User Voice 
Staff, Area A). 
 
On balance, the length of time from a proposal being accepted to progressing towards 
implementation and thus the achievement of outcomes generally depends on the nature of 
the proposed change and whether, for example, there are significant economic or human 
resource implications, and/or whether it involves actions by external agencies or can be done 
in-house.  
 
zŽƵĚŽŶ ?ƚǁĂŝƚůŽŶŐ ? ?EĂŵĞŽĨƉůĂĐĞ ? ?ǁĞ ?ǀĞŚĂĚƚŽǁĂŝƚ  W a few proposals have been 
put forward and those that have saved them money seemed to be implemented. 
Those that ǁĂƐ ŐŽŶŶĂ ĐŽƐƚ ƚŚĞŵ ŵŽŶĞǇ ǁĞƌĞŶ ?ƚ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚ ĂƐ ƋƵŝĐŬ  ?hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ
staff, Area C). 
 
Interviewees in the community all believed that the Council could make a difference to the 
way things were done in their respective CRCs, though simultaneously recognised that 
changing systems, practices, and attitudes towards offenders was challenging and would take 
ƚŝŵĞ ?KŶĞƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĚƚŚĂƚĞĂĐŚƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůŽƌƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶǁĂƐĂ “ƐƚĞƉƉŝŶŐ
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ƐƚŽŶĞ ? ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚĂĐŚŝĞǀŝŶŐ  “ĞǀĞŶŽŶĞ ŽƵƚŽĨ ƚĞŶ ƚŚŝŶŐƐǁŽƵůĚŚĞůƉ ? ?
^ĞǀĞƌĂů ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŽƵŶĐŝů ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ǁĂƐ ŚĂǀŝŶŐ  “ĨĂŝƚŚ ? ĂŶĚ ĂŶ
optimistic belief that things could change, even if they personally had not witnessed it. When 
asked if he thought that the Council could make a difference to the way things are done in 
CRCs, one Community Council interviewee responded: 
 
With some perseverance and some continuous vibes, continuous, like pushing 
ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ ?ĐŚĂŶŐĞĐĂŶŚĂƉƉĞŶ ?KƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ/ǁŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚďĞŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚŝĨ/ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĂƚ ?/
have to have a little bit of faith. I have to believe that and I believe change has 
happened, you know what I mean, like the Council was able to show like small 
ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ ? ĚŽ ǇŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ ǁŚĂƚ / ŵĞĂŶ ? ůŝŬĞ ƚŚĂƚ ?Ɛ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚhƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŚĂǀĞ
been changes prior to ŵĞĐŽŵŝŶŐƚŽhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ ?^Žŝƚ ?ƐůŝŬĞƚŚĂƚŐŝǀĞƐŵĞĂůŝƚƚůĞďŝƚŽĨ
inspiration to say if something wants to change, then something else can change 
again. (Area B) 
 
Although many community participants did not have as many tangible examples of having 
witnessed change to procedures or processes as the prison participants did, several who had 
been engaged for longer periods of time had seen improvements and found great satisfaction 
from being part of the effort.  
 
/ ?ŵĐŽŶǀŝŶĐĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝůĐĂŶŵĂŬĞĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞĂŶĚ/ ?ǀĞƐĞĞŶŝƚŚĂƉƉĞŶ ?/ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶ
ŽŶƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝůĂŶĚ / ?ǀĞďĞĞŶĂƚŵĞĞƚŝŶŐƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞZ  QĂŶĚ / ?ǀĞďĞĞŶ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚǁŝƚŚ
ůŝƚƚůĞ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƐŽŵĞ ůĂƌŐĞƌ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĂĚ ŵĂĚĞ Ă ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ  Q ǁŚĞŶ / ĨŝƌƐƚ
became involved, I was a little cynical... that perhaps this is just a way of probation 
ŝŶǀŽůǀŝŶŐ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŝƚ ůŽŽŬƐ ŐŽŽĚ ? /Ŷ ĂĐƚƵĂů ĨĂĐƚ ? / ǁĂƐ ƉůĞĂƐĂŶƚůǇ ƐƵƌƉƌŝƐĞĚ ? / ?Ě
been on a number of working groups, communication, where we put forward ideas, put 
ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚ / ?ǀĞƐĞĞŶƚŚĞŵĚĞǀelop into actual events.  For example, [on 
one proposal] I helped design the poster that went up in the probation offices and I 
ǁĞŶƚďĂĐŬƚŽŵǇŽĨĨŝĐĞĂůŝƚƚůĞďŝƚůĂƚĞƌĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐƚŚĞƉŽƐƚĞƌ ?/ĐŽƵůĚƐĞĞŵǇŝŶƉƵƚŝŶƚŽ
ŝƚ Q ?/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂƌĞĂůǁŝůůŝŶŐŶĞss to want to take notice of the service user opinion. 
(Area C) 
 
Perceived outcomes of Council activities on services can be subsumed under operational 
outcomes, relational-cultural outcomes and relational-environmental outcomes, and these 
are explored more fully below. 
 
5.2.1 Operational Outcomes 
 
The following text box delineates a range of operational outcomes as a direct consequence of 
Council activity identified by all staff respondents. What all these different outcomes have in 
common is that they are oriented to engendering an improved quality of life or supporting 
engagement in services and, thus, by implication, contributing to improved service delivery, if 
not service outcomes. 
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An overview of operational outcomes identified by staff 
 
Prisons: 
 
The ƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶĂŶĚĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶŽĨĚĞůĂǇĞĚĂůůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘Ŭŝƚ ?ŽƌĐůŽƚŚŝŶŐ ? 
A telephone monitoring system and regular maintenance by BT resulting in more available 
working phones for prisoners and, as a consequence, a calmer environment; 
The introduction of new television channels; 
The introduction of a new system for the processing of applications, i.e. updated telephone 
numbers;   
Improvements to visits areas including the provision of hot food on visits; 
Provision of in-cell phones; 
Investment in astro turf for playing football; the acquisition of new gym equipment; 
Establishment of violence reduction representatives to enable more prisoners to enjoy the 
liberty of out-of-cell circulation at a given time; 
Savings on expenditure of food and the redirection of resources to improved catering 
facilities; 
Reduction in complaints about the standard of food as an outcome of Prison Council 
involvement in planning new menus in consultation with the wider prison population; 
Wearing own clothes on prison visits; 
Online purchasing of prisoner clothes/consumables. 
 
CRCs: 
 
Changes to the appearance and fabric of CRC waiting rooms and to the nature of the 
information available to service users;  
The co-production of information leaflets; 
The introduction of a fifteen minute buffer to accommodate delays in arrivals to unpaid work 
Reduced waiting times for service users; 
The establishment and recruitment of Engagement Workers; 
The employment of a paid Recovery Worker with prior convictions; 
Mental health representatives in one CRC; 
The development of a booklet on how to disclose convictions; 
Changes to the information provided in the induction process and to the nature of and format 
in which that information is provided; 
A review of the appointment card system. 
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5.2.2 Relational-Cultural Outcomes 
 
The relational-cultural outcomes reported by many staff respondents suggested that the 
introduction of User Voice Councils had not only contributed to the reduction of some of the 
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů  ‘ďĂƌƌŝĞƌƐ ? ƚŚĂƚ ĞǆŝƐƚĞĚ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƵƐĞƌƐ ĂŶd professional staff but had also 
contributed to improved relationships and reinforced a need for a shift in cultures, towards a 
more participatory approach. Relatedly, some User Voice staff commented that they had 
observed a shift in the interpersonal dynamics and the development of mutually respectful 
relationships.  
 
/ ƚŚŝŶŬ ŝƚ ?Ɛ ďƌŽŬĞŶ ĚŽǁŶ ƐŽŵĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ďĂƌƌŝĞƌƐ ? ƐŽŵĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚ ŽůĚĞƌ
ďĂƌƌŝĞƌƐ Qŝƚ ?ƐŚĞůƉĞĚƚŽƐŽƌƚŽĨ Q ?ŚĞůƉƐƚĂĨĨ ?ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇŚĂǀĞƚŽĐŚĂŶŐĞƐŽŵĞ
of the ways they practice (CRC Staff, Area B). 
 
  ?^ƚĂĨĨĂƌĞ ?ŵŽƌĞƌĞƐƉĞĐƚĨƵůĨŽƌƚŚĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌƚŚĂƚŝƐŶ ?ƚĞǀĞŶŽŶƚŚĞCouncil and I see 
that just by analysing and watching (User Voice Staff, Area A). 
 
5.2.3 Relational-Environmental Outcomes  
 
By the same token, professional groups commented on the impact on not only interpersonal 
relationships but the prison or service user environment more broadly. For example, it was 
generally considered that where changes had been implemented, as an outcome of Council 
activity, which positively impaĐƚĞĚŽŶƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐƋƵĂůŝƚǇŽĨ ůŝĨĞŽƌƚŚĞŝƌĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?
this perceived progress further contributed to improved relationships and reduced conflict. 
These improved relationships in turn had a ripple effect on the available time prisoner 
officers, for example, had to engage in proactive practice rather than reacting to issues that 
ĂƌŽƐĞĂƐĂĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞŽĨĚŝƐĐŽŶƚĞŶƚĂŶĚƵŶƌĞƐƚ P ‘/ĨƚŚĞŝƌůŝĨĞ ?ƐĞĂƐŝĞƌ ?ŽƵƌůŝĨĞ ?ƐĞĂƐŝĞƌ ? ?WƌŝƐŽŶ
Officer, Area B). 
 
If we have a happier, safer, more decent ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĨŽƌƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐĂŶĚƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞŚĂƉƉǇ ?
then things will run smoother, staff will have  W ŝƚ ?ůůďĞƐĂĨĞƌĨŽƌƚŚĞƐƚĂĨĨ ?dŚĞǇǁŝůůďĞ
ĂďůĞƚŽĚŽŵŽƌĞŽĨƚŚĞũŽďƚŚĂƚǁĞ ?ƌĞĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĞŵƉůŽǇĞĚƚŽĚŽƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶĚĞĂůǁŝƚŚ
ŝŶĐŝĚĞŶƚƐ ? ǁĞ ?ůů ďĞ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ďĞ Ă ďĞtter personal officer, get more involved with the 
ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞŐŝŵĞǁŝůůƌƵŶƐŵŽŽƚŚĞƌ ? ?WƌŝƐŽŶKĨĨŝĐĞƌ ?ƌĞĂ ? ? 
 
It was suggested that the CouncilƐŚĂĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůƐ ?ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƐŽĨĂŶĚŝŶƐŝŐŚƚƐ
into service user and prisoner experiences. In so doing, some professionals recognised that by 
ƚĂŬŝŶŐ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƵƐĞƌƐ ? ǀŝĞǁƐ ƐĞƌŝŽƵƐůǇ ? ƚŚĂƚ ŶŽƚ ŽŶůǇŵŝŐŚƚ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ ? ďƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ
professional practice as well as service provision could be enhanced. 
 
If service users can see us as an organisation taking their point of view seriously, then 
the relationship between current service users and their offender managers can 
improve and actually  W they do listen to us (CRC Staff, Area B). 
 
I think the Councils have been influential in making us think about things from a 
service user perspective more than we have done (CRC Staff, Area B). 
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5.3 WIDER IMPACTS IN USER VOICE PRISONS/CRC AREAS 
 
The User Voice Theory of Change suggests that more positive engagement with services by 
users would in turn be related to increased  “ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ ?ŽĨƚŚŽƐĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ because of more 
positive relationships between users and staff (and therefore reduced tensions between users 
and staff), for example, and increased satisfaction of users with the service and with the 
scope that they have to influence its design and delivery. One would therefore also expect 
that User Voice activities would have a positive impact on key indicators such as number of 
adjudications, incidents of violence (e.g. assaults on staff), breach rates on supervision and 
numbers of user complaints. 
 
The team therefore focused in some detail on key indicators of that kind, in order to identify 
ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐǁŚŝĐŚŵŝŐŚƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞŽĨĂ  “hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞĞĨĨĞĐƚ ? ŝŶ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ? dŚĞ
team analysed official data for the period from September 2012 to December 2015, as well as 
the more specific time periods for individual projects, using their implementation dates. 
 
5.3.1 User Voice prisons 
 
In relation to Prison Councils, feedback from participants and stakeholders does suggest that 
there have been positive impacts on prison regimes, in terms of positive relationships and 
enhanced general quality of life.  Although it is sometimes difficult to quantify, it is likely that 
these changes will have exerted a downward pressure on levels of negative incidents within 
the prison. 
 
The team therefore examined data concerning a range of indicators, including changes in 
numbers of adjudications, prisoner complaints, assaults on staff, and prisoner on prisoner 
violence.   
 
Comparisons were made both between each individual User Voice prison and a key 
 “ĐŽŵƉĂƌĂƚŽƌ ?ƉƌŝƐŽŶ38, and between User Voice and non-User Voice prisons more generally, 
in relation to each of the indicators referred to.  A number of methods were used to test any 
measured differences for significance, including regression analysis and Chi-square analysis, 
depending on the approach used. 
 
The team tried a variety of approaches to the analysis of the datasets referred to above, and 
two approaches in particular have provided findings that are presented in the following 
sections. 
 
                                                     
38
 Each prison in England and Wales has been matched with a small set of "comparator prisons" which have been 
selected by NOMS researchers to be similar to the prison of interest in terms of population size and category. 
Researchers use these comparator prisons to assess particular interventions or programmes that are launched in 
one prison but not in the comparator prison. 
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The first approach involved examining data concerning a relevant indicator for the whole 
period of User Voice operation, and comparing performance during that period with the performance 
of a comparator prison during the same period.  
 
The second approach involved examining data for paƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŽƌƐƵƐŝŶŐďŽƚŚ “ďĞĨŽƌĞĂŶĚĂĨƚĞƌ ?
time periods alongside one another for each User Voice prison and comparator prison as a 
pair.  The first step of this approach involved plotting incident numbers by month for each 
User Voice prison for the whole period of its operation in that prison, and comparing that 
with a per month plot for a similar time period before User Voice became involved.  A similar 
ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶ ǁĂƐ ƚŚĞŶ ƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞŶ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĂƚ ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ĐŽŵƉĂƌĂƚŽƌ ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ?ƵƐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ƚŝŵĞ
period.  The final step involved comparing overall changes between before and after periods 
for the two prisons. 
 
Further details relating to each of the performance indicators referred to above, are provided 
separately below.  We also provide some further details about the two approaches in 
Appendix 1, along with some further presentations of results. 
 
5.3.1.1 Adjudications 
 
Adjudications take place when a prisoner is deemed to have broken one or more prison rules, 
and where that prisoner is formally charged with having done so.  It is an offence to break 
prison rules, and the consequences for doing so range widely depending on the nature and 
seriousness of the infraction, but can include loss of privileges (such as having a TV), 
temporary cessation of earned funds, or extra days. The procedures to follow in order to 
 “ƉƌŽǀĞ ? ĂŶ adjudication can be highly complex, but are also highly formalised and 
monitored.
39
  
 
When comparing changes in the numbers of adjudications in User Voice prisons over time and 
comparing these with changes in comparator prisons for the same time periods, rates were 
hugely varied across the six prisons under study.  Although there was positive impact in some, 
there were also prisons where performance was worse than that in the relevant comparator 
prison. The table below summarises these variations across User Voice prisons, and 
ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝƐĞƐ ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ĂƐ ďĞŝŶŐ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ  “ďĞƚƚĞƌ ? Žƌ  “ǁŽƌƐĞ ? ƚŚĂŶ
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞŝŶƚŚĞƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚĐŽŵƉĂƌĂƚŽƌƉƌŝƐŽŶ ? “ĞƚƚĞƌ ?ĐĂŶŵĞĂŶĞŝƚŚĞƌƚŚĂƚĂĚũƵĚŝĐĂƚŝŽns 
were being reduced in the User Voice prison at a higher rate than in the comparator prison, or 
that adjudications were increasing, but at a lower rate than in the comparator prison.  This 
particular table refers to analysis of all adjudications data for time periods during which User 
Voice was operating in the relevant prison. All differences were tested for statistical 
significance using a regression analysis undertaken in SPSS. 
 
                                                     
39
 Further details concerning these procedures can be found in NOMS documents such as PSI 47/2011  ? Prison 
Discipline Procedures. 
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Table 9: Changes in numbers of adjudications  ? a comparison of performance in User Voice 
and comparator prisons 
 Performance relative to 
comparator prison 
Relative difference in 
improvement per month (no. 
of adjudications)
 40
  
User Voice prison 1 Better 0.10 
User Voice prison 2 Better 2.15 
User Voice prison 3 Worse 2.91* 
User Voice prison 4 Better 4.63* 
User Voice prison 5 Worse 1.41 
User Voice prison 6 Worse 5.20* 
*= significant at p<0.05 
 
In order to understand some of these changes in more detail it is worth presenting the actual 
data relating to specific prisons in a somewhat different format. The following graph 
illustrates changes in adjudication levels over a 21 month period at User Voice prison 4 
(beginning at April 2014, which we have used as the approximate User Voice start date for 
this prison), as compared with levels in comparator prison 3.  We have also entered trend 
lines so that readers can identify the broad change, and these are clearly consistent with the 
categories applied in the previous table  W i.e. whether the positive changes were statistically 
significant.  It is also interesting to see how the trend lines can mask quite wide monthly 
variations  W there was clearly a very sharp decrease during the period from April/May to June 
2015 for example, and then a sharp upward spike in the next few months. 
 
Overall, this performance against the comparator prison amounted to a difference of about 
97 adjudications  W that is, the estimates suggest that the User Voice prison in this case was 
 “ďĞƚƚĞƌŽĨĨ ?ƚŚĂŶƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĂƌĂƚŽƌƉƌŝƐŽŶďǇƚŚĂƚƌeduced number of adjudications during that 
period. 
 
                                                     
40
 The numbers in this column represent the spread (absolute value) between the average monthly figures for 
the period for the User Voice prison, and for the comparator prison during the same period. Those figures with 
an asterisk indicate statistical significance at p<0.05. 
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Figure 12: Changes in adjudication numbers by month, for UV prison 4 and comparator 
prison 3 
 
 
Much clearer results were obtained when the second approach described above was used.   
The following table summarises results for five of the User Voice prisons together (the 
ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶ ǁĂƐ ŶŽƚ ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ ĨŽƌ ŽŶĞ ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ? ĚƵĞ ƚŽ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ĚĂƚĂ ĨŽƌŵĂƚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ  “ďĞĨŽƌĞ ?
period).  Further details concerning the steps taken to produce these figures are provided in 
Appendix 1, along with some further presentations. 
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Table 10: Overall changes in adjudications per month  ? summary of UV prison performance against 
comparator prisons 
prison pre-
period 
monthly 
average 
post-
period 
monthly 
average 
% change in 
monthly 
average, 
between pre- 
and post-
implementation 
periods 
% change in 
monthly 
averages for 
comparator 
prison, 
during same 
periods 
monthly 
average if 
UV prison 
had 
performed 
like 
comparator 
during post-
period 
total 
difference for 
post-period if 
UV prison had 
performed 
like 
comparator 
UV prison 2 52.8 70.4 33% 23% 68.8 -31.4 
UV prison 3 113.8 154.1 35% 45% 183.2 581.4 
UV prison 4 71.9 83.1 16% 38% 103.1 400.4 
UV prison 5 61.1 78.5 28% 3% 63.4 -301.1 
UV prison 6 81.0 100.7 24% 38% 119.2 370.5 
     Total 1019.8 
 
As suggested by the figures in the table, if User Voice prisons had all performed in the way 
that their comparators had during the periods of interest, there would have been a further 
1,020 adjudications than did in fact occur.  
 
5.3.1.2 Prisoner complaints 
 
The evidence concerning impact on levels of prisoner complaints is both more consistent and 
more positive than for some of the other indicators, with those positive impacts being evident 
both at several individual User Voice prisons and at group level. A summary table is provided 
below, which shows that three User Voice prisons experienced a significant drop in levels of 
prisoner complaints.  Performance was slightly worse at the other three, but the differences 
in those cases were not significant. 
 
Table 11: Changes in numbers of prisoner complaints  ? a comparison of performance in 
User Voice and comparator prisons 
 Performance relative to 
comparator prison 
Relative difference in 
improvement per month 
(no. of complaints) 
 
User Voice prison 1 Better 6.3* 
User Voice prison 2 Worse 1.6 
User Voice prison 3 Better 6.1* 
User Voice prison 4 Worse 1.2 
User Voice prison 5 Better 14.5* 
User Voice prison 6 Worse 2.9 
*= significant at p<0.05 
 
 
 EVALUATION OF THE USER VOICE PRISON AND COMMUNITY COUNCILS  W FINAL REPORT  
 
   80 
Using the second approach described above, the impact of User Voice on levels of prisoner 
complaints appears again to have been highly positive. 
 
Table 12: Overall changes in prisoner complaints per month  ? summary of UV prison performance 
against comparator prisons 
prison pre-
period 
monthly 
average 
post-
period 
monthly 
average 
% change in 
monthly 
average, 
between pre- 
and post-
implementation 
periods 
% change in 
monthly 
averages for 
comparator 
prison, 
during same 
periods 
monthly 
average if 
UV prison 
had 
performed 
like 
comparator 
during post-
period 
total 
difference 
for post-
period if UV 
prison had 
performed 
like 
comparator 
UV prison 2 159.8 120.0 -25% -26% 118.1 -26.6 
UV prison 3 560.3 220.9 -61% -17% 462.9 5324.0 
UV prison 4 327.2 316.0 -3% 19% 390.9 1572.7 
UV prison 5 263.1 190.5 -28% 4% 274.0 1335.4 
UV prison 6 225.7 250.8 11% -3% 219.7 -622.8 
     Total 7582.7 
 
As suggested by the figures in the table, if User Voice prisons had all performed in the way 
that their comparators had during the period of interest, a further 7,583 prisoner complaints 
would have been generated.  Although the performance of User Voice prisons 2 and 6 was 
worse than the performance of their comparators, the overall performance of User Voice 
prisons clearly indicates that there was a very substantial impact on prisoner complaint levels. 
 
5.3.1.3 Assaults on staff 
 
Evidence concerning numbers of assaults on staff also suggest a positive impact overall, 
although the fact that changes in levels were actually significantly worse in one User Voice 
prison (as compared with levels in the comparator prison) did erode what might otherwise 
have been said about impact across the group as a whole. Again, the following table 
summarises differences in performance on this measure, between User Voice prisons and 
their comparator prison. 
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Table 13: Changes in numbers of assaults on staff  ? a comparison of performance in User 
Voice and comparator prisons 
 Performance relative to 
comparator prison 
Relative difference in 
improvement per month (no. 
of assaults on staff) 
 
User Voice prison 1 Worse .21* 
User Voice prison 2 Better .09 
User Voice prison 3 Better .02 
User Voice prison 4 Better .14 
User Voice prison 5 Worse .43 
User Voice prison 6 Better .05 
*= significant at p<0.05 
 
 
Again using the second approach described above, the impact of User Voice on numbers of 
assaults on staff appears to have been positive.  
 
Table 14: Overall changes in assaults on staff per month  ? summary of UV prison performance 
against comparator prisons 
prison pre-
period 
monthly 
average 
post-
period 
monthly 
average 
% change in 
monthly 
average, 
between pre- 
and post-
implementation 
periods 
% change in 
monthly 
averages for 
comparator 
prison, 
during same 
periods 
monthly 
average if 
UV prison 
had 
performed 
like 
comparator 
during post-
period 
total 
difference for 
post-period if 
UV prison 
had 
performed 
like 
comparator 
UV prison 2 3.4 3.1 -6% 200% 10.1 97.0 
UV prison 3 9.4 5.0 -47% -5% 9.0 88.2 
UV prison 4 6.4 11.2 76% 149% 15.8 96.8 
UV prison 5 6.4 8.8 37% 234% 21.3 200.9 
UV prison 6 1.7 2.1 27% 18% 2.0 -3.0 
     Total 479.8 
 
As suggested by the figures in the table, if User Voice prisons had all performed in the way 
that their comparators had during the period of interest, a further 480 assaults on staff would 
have taken place than actually did.  Again, the overall impact suggested here is impressive in 
spite of the variations across User Voice prison. 
 
5.3.1.4 Prisoner on prisoner violence 
 
The NOMS Performance Hub data concerning prisoner on prisoner violence does not suggest 
that there has been much change in rates during periods when User Voice has been 
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operating, although again, changes in those rates are uneven across User Voice prisons. Three 
of the prisons where performance was categorised ĂƐ  “ǁŽƌƐĞ ?ĚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƉĞƌŝŽĚŽĨ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ
were pretty close to being static, but performance was significantly worse in one prison.  
Performance was better in two prisons, with the difference reaching statistical significance in 
one.  
 
Details are summarised in the following table. 
 
Table 15: Changes in numbers of prisoner on prisoner assaults  ? a comparison of 
performance in User Voice and comparator prisons 
 Performance relative to 
comparator prison 
Relative difference in 
improvement per month 
(no. of incidents of prisoner 
on prisoner violence) 
 
User Voice prison 1 Worse .04 
User Voice prison 2 Better .09 
User Voice prison 3 Worse .24 
User Voice prison 4 Better .71* 
User Voice prison 5 Worse 2.3* 
User Voice prison 6 Worse .34 
*= significant at p<0.05 
 
It is worth noting that monthly totals for incidents of this kind tend to be low in most prisons 
 W with ranges from 6-15 being quite typical, and for larger population prisons, ranges of 15-40 
per month also being typical.   
 
There were also occasional gaps in such information for some prisons for some months, which 
was not typical for most of the NOMS Performance Hub data that the team accessed. 
 
Again using the second approach described earlier, it still appears that User Voice has had 
little impact on levels of prisoner on prisoner violence.  In fact, as suggested on the following 
table, if User Voice prisons had performed like their comparators, the figures suggest that 
there would have been 223 fewer incidents of prisoner on prisoner violence. 
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Table 16: Overall changes in prisoner on prisoner violence per month  ? summary of UV prison 
performance against comparator prisons 
prison pre-
period 
monthly 
average 
post-
period 
monthly 
average 
% change in 
monthly 
average, 
between pre- 
and post-
implementation 
periods 
% change in 
monthly 
averages for 
comparator 
prison, 
during same 
periods 
monthly 
average if 
UV prison 
had 
performed 
like 
comparator 
during post-
period 
total difference 
for post-period 
if UV prison 
had performed 
like comparator 
UV prison 2 8.4 15.6 86% 112% 17.9 31.0 
UV prison 3 10.6 14.3 36% 18% 12.4 -41.1 
UV prison 4 19.4 27.7 42% -7% 18.1 -201.3 
UV prison 5 6.8 13.4 99% 85% 12.5 -14.8 
UV prison 6 1.7 2.1 27% 37% 2.3 3.1 
     Total -223.2 
 
 
5.3.2 CRCs 
 
As noted in Chapter 1, recent changes to community based services made it difficult to access 
any official data which could be used to assess impact on actual CRC service delivery. The 
team was not able to acquire NOMS Performance Hub data on breach rates, for example, 
although given recent changes, such information would in any case not have allowed for 
ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐĨƵůĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶŽĨƌĂƚĞƐŽǀĞƌƚŝŵĞ ?dŚŝƐ ŝƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ “ŵĞƚƌŝĐ ?ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ
have been revised in the wake of the re-apportioning of work between Probation Trusts and 
CRCs, and there is little in the way of accumulated data concerning these new metrics. We are 
ĂůƐŽŶŽƚĂďůĞƚŽĂĐĐĞƐƐƌĂǁ “ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚĐŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƵƐĞĚƚŽĂƐƐĞƐƐƐŚŝĨƚƐ
in user views about CRC service design and delivery. 
 
However, the qualitative dataset does suggest similar impacts to those discussed above 
concerning relationships between users and service staff for example, with some respondents 
commenting specifically on positive improvements to those relationships  W and on how they 
might lead CRC staff to exercise their discretion differently (and in a way which could be 
ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚ “ĐƵƚƚŝŶŐƐŽŵĞƐůĂĐŬ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞďǇƉŽƐƐŝďůǇƌĞĚƵĐŝŶŐďƌĞĂĐŚĞƐ ?ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ? ? 
 
5.3.3 Conclusions 
 
In relation to User Voice activities in prisons, analysis of data relating to key performance 
indicators does provide some evidence to suggest that User Voice has had a positive impact 
ŽǀĞƌ ƚŝŵĞ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ŐĞŶĞƌĂů  “ŵĂŶĂŐĞĂďŝůŝƚǇ ? ŽĨ ƌĞŐŝŵĞƐ ? ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞƐĞ ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ ĂƌĞ ƵŶĞǀĞŶ ?
Some of the changes highlighted in the analysis are both positive and statistically significant 
(particularly in relation to prisoner complaints, but also in relation to adjudications), and 
although differences between User Voice and non-User Voice comparator prisons do vary 
across the indicators examined by the team, when taken together, the evidence in our view 
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does point in a substantially positive direction, and is consistent with the other evidence 
collected by the team. 
 
It is also worth noting that when significant differences are found between the performance 
of one prison and a comparator prison, it is always possible that the apparent difference is 
not caused by the intervention of interest  W in this case, the activities of User Voice. After all, 
a significance test simply tells us that a measured difference is not due to chance  W that is, it 
tells us that something about the User Voice prison is actually bringing about the difference in 
question. However, it must be concluded that a case for positive impact has been made 
where some measures across a group of interrelated indicators are statistically significant and 
where measured differences: 
 
- are found in relation to more than just one set of prison/comparator pairs;  
- are predicted by a model or theory which explains why such changes might occur, and 
- are also underpinned by other key (quantitative and qualitative) datasets which form 
part of the overall evaluation evidence.  
 
We would suggest that in relation to the prison data at least, the above conditions are largely 
met.  However, the situation for CRC data is more complicated, largely because problems with 
ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ ĚĂƚĂ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŶĞǁ Z  “ŵĞƚƌŝĐƐ ? ĐĂŶŶŽƚ ĞĂƐŝůǇ ďĞ ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ
probation data. Nevertheless, the qualitative data suggest strongly not only that User Voice 
work has positive impacts on individual participants, but also that some of the same 
processes which have clearly generated positive prison outcomes have causal efficacy in 
relation to the CRC work (although the context of delivery is obviously different).  Again, the 
User Voice Theory of Change would predict this. 
 
5.4 COSTS AND BENEFITS OF SERVICE IMPACTS  
 
Given the Theory of Change underpinning User Voice activities, one would expect to find 
impacts at both individual and wider levels.  Not all of these can be monetised precisely but 
are very important nonetheless, and should be highlighted. 
 
In relation to User Voice work in prisons specifically it is noted earlier (section 5.2.1) that a 
range of issues have been addressed successfully further to Council activities, and the list 
ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ ?ŝŶƚŚĞďŽǆĞĚƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ “ŶŽǀĞƌǀŝĞǁŽĨŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚďǇƐƚĂĨĨ ?) is 
impressive in illustrating the breadth of specific changes  W each one of which would have had 
some positive impact on perceived quality of life.  Outcomes of that kind also reinforce the 
point made earlier about difficulties associated with using numbers of actual Council 
members to establish unit costs.  Many of the outcomes listed would have had a much larger 
grŽƵƉŽĨ “ďĞŶĞĨŝĐŝĂƌŝĞƐ ?ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŵ ? 
  
In terms of unit costs and how these compare with the costs of events recorded in the NOMS 
Performance Hub performance indicator data, the team was struck with how small a change 
would need to be for User Voice to be cost-effective. Changes in the number of proven 
adjudications provide a good example of what we have in mind here.   
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There are several cost estimates which can be found in official documentation and other 
research in relation to adjudications, although many of these proved to be unreliable on 
closer examination.  A recent study of adjudications released by the Howard League (2015) 
for example, estimates that adjudications cost the prison system between £400-500K per 
year, but when divided into the number of adjudications for the year in question (according to 
official NOMS data), this estimate yields an average cost of just under £5, which we know 
from other research to be a significant under-estimate. 
 
Similarly, official NOMS documentation (such ĂƐƚŚĞŝƌ “hŶŝƚŽƐƚ ?ƐƉƌĞĂĚƐŚĞĞƚĨƌŽŵ ? ? ? ? ?ŚĂƐ
ƉĞŐŐĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ĐŽƐƚ ŽĨ  “ƐŝŵƉůĞ ? ĂŶĚ  “ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ ? ĂĚũƵŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ Ăƚ  ? ? ? ĂŶĚ  ? ? ? ?
ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ?ǁŚŝĐŚďŽƚŚƚŚĞƚĞĂŵ ?ƐĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞĂĐƚƵĂůĨŽƌŵĂůƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐ ?ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚŝŶ
processing an adjudication) and informal feedback from prison staff also suggest is inaccurate. 
 
ŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ  “WƌŝƐŽŶ ŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĞ WƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐ ?  ?W^/  ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ
adjudications procedure can involve up to seven separate forms, a Reporting Officer and an 
Adjudication Liaison Officer, sometimes an independent adjudicator and the Governor, and in 
some cases also, the police. 
 
Using figures from the New Economy toolkit for similar legal and court proceedings, the team 
developed an estimated cost of £321 ĨŽƌĂ “ƐŝŵƉůĞ ?ĂŶĚ£1,344 ĨŽƌĂ “ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ ?ĂĚũƵĚŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ
processing, and applied these estimates to monthly figures from the NOMS data  (for proven 
adjudications).
41
 
 
We have used those figures to estimate the costs over time for proven adjudications, both in 
User Voice and non-User Voice prisons.  Details are summarised on the following table.  (The 
non-User Voice figures are included for the sake of interest rather than comparison  W we 
knew that levels of proven adjudications would be lower in non-User Voice prisons because of 
the composition of that latter group
42
.)  But what is striking in the figure is the cost line for 
User Voice prisons, which shows how small a positive change in the levels of proven 
adjudications would need to be, to cancel out monthly operating costs. 
 
                                                     
41
 The first of these figures is based on the estimated unit cost of a court hearing for breach, and has been 
uplifted to 2015 figures; the original is based on National Audit Office figures reproduced within the New 
Economy toolkit.  The figure is consistent with the description of adjudication procedures referred to in the text, 
and also with feedback from prison managers and staff, who have described for us how long the various steps 
require, and which staff members are involved in the process.  The estimate covers the involvement of an officer 
who places the prisoner on report and processes the paperwork, officers who escort to the event, an officer who 
reports at the event, an officer who manages the hearing room, some time for the Governor to be involved as 
required, and subsequent time for further paperwork to be completed.  The estimate for complex adjudications 
is based on estimated costs for a court appearance for a moderate level offence  W and amalgamates estimates 
for a range of offence types as used in the toolkit; again, the estimate is chosen to allow for the fact that 
complex adjudications can involve adjournments, the attendance of witnesses, legal counsel or Mackenzie 
friends, outside adjudicators and the police.  More complex cases can also involve pre-hearing segregation 
proceedings, and special proceedings to assess fitness for hearing.  
42
 It would not be unexpected to find that levels of proven adjudications are generally higher in User Voice 
prisons than in non-User Voice prisons, given that the organisation has tended to deliver its work in some very 
difficult prisons.  
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Figure 13: Average monthly costs of proven adjudications, for User Voice and non-User 
Voice prisons 
 
 
 
The above graph covers both simple and complex adjudications, and we know from the 
published data that about 80% of adjudications are simple, and 20% are complex, so even 
small positive shifts in complex adjudication numbers (e.g. for incidents involving violence) 
could have a significant impact on within-prison expenditure. 
 
It is also useful to apply these costings to some of the results presented in the previous 
section.  For adjudications in particular, some of the comparative analysis in particular 
ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ƉƌŝƐŽŶƐ ǁĞƌĞ  “ďĞƚƚĞƌ ŽĨĨ ? ƚŚĂŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĐŽŵƉĂƌĂƚŽƌƐ ďǇ  ? ? ? ? ?
adjudications, across five of those prisons and time periods during which they have been 
running.  If we assume that the same 80/20 split between complex and simple adjudications 
applies to that number, and cost them using the estimates provided above, we can estimate 
the benefits outlined on the following table. 
 
Table 17: ƐƚŝŵĂƚĞĚǀĂůƵĞŽĨ  “ĂĚũƵĚŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐďĞŶĞĨŝƚ ?ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĂƚhƐĞƌ
Voice prisons 
 Simple Complex Total 
Number 816 204 1020 
Cost £261,881 £274,118 £535,999 
 
As the table makes clear, the positive performance of User Voice prisons in relation to their 
comparator prisons is associated with a substantial overall benefit. 
 
More generally, the following table illustrates how reductions in simple and complex 
adjudications are linked to monthly benefits (using the same costings as described earlier, and 
a monthly average for User Voice prisons of 84 adjudications per month, and the same 80/20 
split between simple and complex adjudications).  It is worth noting that even the level of 
reductions in the first tier would generate benefits that exceed the average monthly running 
costs of User Voice.  
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Table 18: Benefits generated by monthly reductions in simple and complex adjudications 
simple complex benefit % drop in average 
monthly occurrences 
to produce this 
5 1 2,949 7% 
10 2 5,898 14% 
15 3 8,847 21% 
20 4 11,796 29% 
25 5 14,745 36% 
30 6 17,694 43% 
35 7 20,643 50% 
40 8 23,592 57% 
 
In terms of other outcome indicators discussed in previous sections, the evidence also 
suggests that User Voice activities have had a positive impact on reduced assaults on prison 
staff.  If we regard incidents of that sort to be much like complex adjudications in terms of 
their resource implications, then a total of 480 staff assaults could be costed at £645,120
43
, 
although it is worth noting that there would be overlap between this category and the 
broader category of adjudications.   
 
If we also costed apparent changes in levels of prisoner on prisoner violence in the same 
manner, the above would be tempered somewhat by an additional cost of £299,712 (from 
223 extra incidents each being costed in the same way as a complex adjudication), but the 
overall cost picture obviously remains highly positive in terms of User Voice impact on prison 
regimes. 
 
The team did not estimate costs for dealing with prisoner complaints, but the User Voice 
impact on levels of complaints would clearly also have a positive cost-benefit dimension, 
given the large numbers suggested by the analysis
44
. 
 
/ƚ ŝƐ ǁŽƌƚŚ ŶŽƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ŶŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĂŵŽƵŶƚƐ ƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ ƚŽ ĂďŽǀĞ ĂƌĞ ŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇ  “ĐĂƐŚĂďůĞ ?
savings if an intervention facilitates them
45
   W but they represent a significant staff resource 
which can certainly be re-allocated when reductions occur.  
 
It is also likely that reductions in adjudication would be linked to reductions in the use of 
segregation, although the team could not access reliable data in relation to possible changes 
over time, between User Voice and non-User Voice prisons. 
 
                                                     
43
 That is, £1,344, times 480 events. 
44
 The team could not find a reliable estimate of the average cost of dealing with a prisoner complaint, or a 
breakdown of complaints by type from the national figures.  Given the huge variety of individual complaints 
(both by issue and level of seriousness) it was not possible to calculate a reliable average cost without further 
detail. 
45
 Calculating the cashability of costed benefits over time can be complicated, because benefits vary widely in 
terms of their type and timing.  At some level, all benefits are cashable eventually (if they lead to budget 
reductions for example); for a useful discussion of issues concerning cashability, see New Economy (2015). 
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In the light of other evidence it would not be unreasonable to expect that in the longer term 
there may have been such reductions.  If so it is worth noting again that reductions could be 
fairly marginal and still generate cost-able benefits approaching the monthly User Voice 
delivery costs (although it is also worth noting that there is an uneven relationship between 
staffing costs, and levels of occupancy in segregation units)
46
.   
 
As can be seen ĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƚĂďůĞ ?ĂƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ŝŶŽŶĞŵŽŶƚŚ ?ƐƵƐĞŽĨƐĞŐƌĞŐĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌ
one person (or several persons in aggregate) would be associated with reduced staffing costs 
that are significant in relation to monthly User Voice delivery costs.
47
  
 
Table 19: Staffing costs relating to segregation, on average, per month 
 Total staffing 
cost, annual 
Staffing cost 
total, per 
month 
 
 
Average unit 
costs (i.e. per 
occupant) 
Average unit 
cost per month 
Small unit 
(1  W 10 cells) 
207,443 41,489 41,489 3,457 
Medium unit (11-
20 cells) 
284,110 18,941 18,941 1,578 
Large unit (20 or 
more cells) 
339,893 16,995 16,995 1,416 
     
   overall average 
monthly unit 
cost 
2,151 
 
5.4.1 Summary and conclusions  
 
It was illustrated in previous sections of this Chapter that User Voice has had a positive impact 
on a range of indicators relating to service provision, and the further analysis presented in this 
section has highlighted some of the costs and benefits associated with those impacts. 
 
Although these impacts are uneven, when taken together and assessed in cost-benefit terms 
it is quite clear that User Voice activities (in prison in particular) have generated benefits that 
far outstrip the operating costs referred to earlier. 
 
In relation to changes in levels of adjudications for example, the analysis suggests that User 
Voice activity is associated with benefits of £535,999 across the five User Voice prisons where 
the team was able to undertake before and after rate comparisons (with comparators, during 
periods of User Voice operation). 
                                                     
46
 It should also be pointed out that segregation is not used solely as a punishment for rule infractions; it is 
sometimes used in cases where a particular prisoner is felt to be in danger, for example. 
47
 Figures are based on those in Operating Model: Service Specification for Prisoner Discipline and Segregation 
(P2.0) NOMS 26/1/2010, but have been uplifted to 2015 figures. 
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These benefits are particularly impressive when it is noted that there are numerous other 
aspects of impact which we were not in a position to cost because of limitations in the data, 
such as changes in the use of segregation for example, or relative changes in numbers of 
prisoner complaints.  Changes in these areas will also have had positive cost-benefit 
dimensions, which would be additional to those that we have looked at specifically.   
 
CHAPTER SIX: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
6.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
There are clear normative rationales and instrumental incentives for service user involvement 
in policy and practice development in the criminal justice system, as discussed in Chapter 1. 
The impetus for and value of co-productive practices, and in particular Prison and Community 
Councils,  remain largely theoretical and precariously dependent on the recognition of  the 
symbolic and normative value of such involvement. There is, however, some direct and 
indirect research evidence to suggest that Prison and Community Councils in general have 
potential to encourage institutional and relational legitimacy and in so doing, to promote a 
culture of cooperation and to contribute to change at an individual, organisational and 
community level (Solomon and Edgar, 2004). This evaluation offers a further contribution to 
the empirical data on outcomes for service users and service providers alike in terms of the 
User Voice models of Prison and Community Councils. 
 
hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ ?ƐWƌŝƐŽŶĂŶĚŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇŽƵŶĐŝůƐ ?ĨŝƌƐƚƐĞƚƵƉŝŶ  ? ? ? ?ĂŶd 2011 respectively, are 
premised on a Theory of Change which identifies key activities and outputs involving 
prisoners and those subject to community supervision in association with service providers, 
namely prison Governors/Directors/prison staff and CRC chief executives/practitioners. The 
aim of the Councils is to increase engagement between prisoners and service users and those 
ƚĂƐŬĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŝƌĐĂƌĞ ?ƐƵƉĞƌǀŝƐŝŽŶĂŶĚƌĞŚĂďŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƚŽŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ?ĂŶĚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌƐ ?
personal and skills development, access to positive role models and opportunities for civic 
engagement; and to work towards greater [cost] effectiveness of services designed to reduce 
re-offending and improve the life chances of people with convictions. 
 
This chapter draws on the findings from the evaluation to reveal the value of User Voice as a 
service provider for Prison and Community Councils and to discuss the key themes emerging 
from the analysis of the operation of the Councils before concluding on their effectiveness, 
impact and future potential.  
 
6.2 THE VALUE ADDED OF THE USER VOICE COUNCIL MODEL 
 
The User Voice Council model was viewed by many as an innovative and progressive initiative 
ƚŽĂƐƐŝƐƚŝŶƌĞƐŚĂƉŝŶŐƉĞŶĂůĂŶĚƉƌŽďĂƚŝŽŶƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ?/ŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŶŐ ‘ƚŚĞƵƐĞƌ ?ƐǀŽŝĐĞ ?ǁĂƐƐĞĞŶ
as beneficial, both operationally (and thus instrumentally) and normatively, as a value in and 
ŽĨŝƚƐĞůĨ ?ĂƐ ‘ƚŚĞƌŝŐŚƚƚŚŝŶŐƚŽĚŽ ? ?DĂŶǇƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ?ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůƐƚĂĨĨ ?ĐŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶĞƌƐ ?ĂŶĚ
Council participants believed that the Council had real value.  
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dŚĞ hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ŵŽĚĞů QǁĂƐ ŶŽƚ Ăprisoner Council but a prison Council with the 
distinction being it belonged to everybody who worked and lived in the prison, and 
ƚŚĂƚĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŚĞǁŚŽůĞ QƐĞŶƐĞŽĨŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ ?^ĐŽƉŝŶŐŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ? ? ? 
 
The User Voice Councils are unique, partly ďĞĐĂƵƐĞhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ ?ƐĨƌŽŶƚůŝŶĞŽƌŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůƐƚĂĨĨ
ĂƌĞĂůů  ‘Ğǆ-ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌƐ ?ǁŚŽǁŽƌŬ ŝŶƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ ?ĐŽ-productively, with both prisoners, service 
users and staff within a Council context to achieve better outcomes and efficiency.  Our 
ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ŝŶƚŽĐŽ-production suggests that 
the value added of User Voice can be summarised in terms of: 
 
x ŝƚƐ ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ ƚŽ ? ĨŽĐƵƐ ŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƚŝŵĞĚĞǀŽƚĞĚ ƚŽ  ‘ƵƐĞƌ ? ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ? ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ŝƚ
representing an add-on to current provision;  
x its credibility with service users and prisoners as an organisation led by and focused on 
people with experiences which imbue them with a sense of mutual trust and 
understanding;  
x its capacity to hold agencies to account;  
x the fact that it is independent from the commissioning organisations. 
 
The CounĐŝů ŵŽĚĞů ?Ɛ exclusive focus on prisoner and service user engagement in criminal 
justice matters is one outcome of its independent status, which means that it does not 
become an add-on or tokenistic, which is all too often the experience of service users more 
broadly. In a study conducted by Beresford (2006), service users of wider social services 
highlighted two activities as central to making user involvement work. These are: people 
being able to get together to work collectively for change and mutual support, and the 
importance of making known their own experience, views and ideas, and these mechanisms 
for and processes of user involvement, or co-production, reside at the heart of the User Voice 
Council model.  
 
Perceptions of the purposes of User Voice Councils in this evaluation were to provide a 
formalised structure through which the voices of prisoners and service users could be 
channelled, and to facilitate a two-way consultative process through which matters of 
collective concern might be resolved. This model and approach was widely considered to 
generate mutually beneficial outcomes (discussed further below) for both service providers 
and prisoners/service users. 
 
The value added of User Voice Councils resides in the fact that not only are they independent 
from prisons and CRCs but they are also managed and run by a user-led organisation which 
offers credibility, accountability and legitimacy, not only amongst the commissioners of the 
Councils but also amongst the prisoner and service user populations. Indeed, many 
stakehoůĚĞƌƐ ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ?Ɛ ƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚ ůĂǇ ŝŶ ŝƚƐ ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐĞ ĨƌŽŵ ? ďƵƚ
direct experience of, criminal justice interventions, what one senior CRC manager described 
ĂƐ ‘ĂŶŽĚĚĐƌĞĚŝďŝůŝƚǇ ? ?
 
/ƚ ?ƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞĞƚŚŽƐŽĨƚŚĞŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŝƚ ?ƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚŝƚ ?ƐǀĞƌǇŵƵĐŚŽĨĂŶĚ
for service users, it has that element of independence but it can still work with the 
larger organisations.  So I think that gives them an odd credibility (CRC, Area B). 
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/ƚ ?ƐŶŽƚƌŽĐŬĞƚƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ?ŝƐŝƚ ?ƌĞĂůůǇ ?/ƚ ?ƐũƵƐƚƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚǇŽƵĐĂŶ ?ƚ W/ŐƵĞƐƐŝƚ ?ƐŵƵĐŚ
ŚĂƌĚĞƌ ƚŽ ĞŶŐĂŐĞ ǁŝƚŚ ƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ ǁŚŽ ŚĂƐŶ ?ƚ ůŝǀĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ / ƚŚŝŶŬ ƚŚĂƚ ?Ɛ
ƵŶŝƋƵĞ Q/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĂƚĐĂƌƌŝĞƐŵŽƌĞǁĞŝŐŚƚƚŚĂŶĂůŽƚŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞƚŚŝŶŬ ?hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ ?ƐĞŶŝŽƌ
manager).  
 
The enthusiasm [the User Voice worker] showed, and being an ex-offender, you know, 
gave me the impression that he wanted to change things because he really 
passionately believes in changing stuff rather than it being about just a job (Council 
member, Area A). 
 
The independent status and thus externality of User Voice as a service provider also means 
that they can hold the host agency to account. 
 
dŚĞǇ ŵĂŬĞ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĂďůĞ QƚŚĞǇ ĐĂŶ ŐĞƚ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŶŽŽŬƐ ĂŶĚ ĐƌĂŶŶŝĞƐ ĐŽƐ ƚŚĞǇ
ŚĂǀĞŐŽƚƚŝŵĞƚŽĚŽƚŚĂƚ ?/ŚĂǀĞŶ ?ƚŐŽƚƚŝŵĞƚŽĚŽƚŚĂƚ ?WƌŝƐŽŶKfficer, Area B). 
 
Basically, things are being achieved. The managers of the various departments now 
ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽ ƚĂŬĞ Ă ǀĞƐƚĞĚ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŝŶ ǁŚĂƚ ?Ɛ ŚĂƉƉĞŶŝŶŐ QƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ĂŶƐǁĞƌŝŶŐ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ
ŶŽǁ Q[Prisoners] are not always gonna get what they want but they know things will 
be listened to and a decision will be made (Prison Officer, Area C). 
 
DŽƌĞŽǀĞƌ ? hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ? ƐƚĂĨĨ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ĂƌĞ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ĂĚĞƉƚ Ăƚ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ collaboratively with 
 ‘ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶ ŚĞĂĚƐ ? ŝŶ ƉƌŝƐŽŶƐand senior managers in CRCs, and could  W as an independent 
external agency  W hold such staff to account to ensure that proposals were implemented as 
planned. This was helped by the fact that, as one Governor described it, User Voice staff had a 
 ‘ƵŶŝƋƵĞ ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐ ? ŝŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ ĞŶŐĂŐŝŶŐ ďŽƚŚ ƐƚĂĨĨ ĂŶĚ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƵƐĞƌƐ ĂůŝŬĞ ? One prison 
participant highlighted the importance of how the Council brings collective accountability to 
the prison environment: 
 
I just liked the concept and the idea of User Voice because it leads to accountability. I 
think most jails across the board, ďƵƚŚĞƌĞŝŶƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ?ǇŽƵ ?ůůŚĂǀĞĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞƐŝƚƚŝŶŐŝŶ
ƚŚĞŝƌŽǁŶůŝƚƚůĞƐŝůŽƐĂŶĚƚŚĞǇĚŽŶ ?ƚǁĂŶƚƚŽŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚ ?ƚŚĞǇĚŽŶ ?ƚǁĂŶƚƚŽĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĞ ?ƚŚĞǇ
ĚŽŶ ?ƚǁĂŶƚƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞ ?ĂŶĚŝĨǇŽƵĚŽĂƐƐŝƐƚŝŶƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞŽƌĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĞ ?ǇŽƵ ?ůůĞŝƚŚĞƌ
be shipped out, or tŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂƌĞƉŽƌƚĂďŽƵƚǇŽƵ ?ƐŽǇŽƵ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĂůůƚŚŝŶŐƐŽŶǇŽƵƌƌĞĐŽƌĚ
ũƵƐƚĨŽƌƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽĚŽƚŚĞƌŝŐŚƚƚŚŝŶŐ ?EŽďŽĚǇǁĂŶƚƐƚŽďĞĚĞƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀĞŽƌĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ ?ǁĞ ?ƌĞ
trying to be constructive. This is where we live, this is our address and if things are 
efficient, a bit of continuity, it benefits the people providing the services and the ones 
who are trying to access them (Prison Council interviewee, Area A). 
 
Beyond credibility, the user-led aspect of User Voice imbues staff with trustworthiness in the 
eyes of prisoners and service users. Such legitimacy is encouraged by a sense of identification 
between Council members and User Voice staff through shared experience and prisoners and 
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌƐ ?ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐŽĨĂƌĞĚƵĐĞĚƐŽĐŝĂůĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽƚŚĂƚďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞmselves 
and prison officers or CRC staff. 
 
If a prisoner says  ?ƚŽ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ?  ‘look this is what we need to do to get [the 
Governor] to listen to us ?, they tend to listen to a prisoner a lot more than what they 
ĚŽƵƐ Q/ƚ ?ƐƚŚĞƚƌƵƐƚ ?WƌŝƐŽŶKĨĨŝĐĞƌ ?ƌea C). 
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That [User Voice staff member coming in] has a legitimacy and a credibility amongst 
ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ƚŚĂƚ / ?ůů ŶĞǀĞƌ ŚĂǀĞ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĞůƉƐ ƚŚĞŵ ƚŽŝŶƐƉŝƌĞ ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ  ?^ĐŽƉŝŶŐ
interview 3). 
 
When senior managers were asked why they chose User Voice as the medium to encourage 
greater engagement of service users in policy and practice, some wished to stress the fact 
ƚŚĂƚ hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ǁĂƐ ŽŶůǇ  ‘ŽŶĞ ƉŝĞĐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ũŝŐƐĂǁ ? ŝŶ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƵƐĞƌ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚ ? ďƵƚ
nevertheless a crucial one because of its externality (independence) and user-led status 
(employing ex-ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌƐ ? ?tŚŝůƐƚƐŽŵĞƉƌŝƐŽŶŐŽǀĞƌŶŽƌƐĂŶĚŝŶĚĞĞĚZƐŚĂĚ ‘ŝŶŚĞƌŝƚĞĚ ?ƚŚĞ
User Voice contract and its services, others chose User Voice specifically because they had an 
established and strong track record and were  ‘ǀĞƌǇ ƉĂƐƐŝŽŶĂƚĞ ? ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ǁŽƌŬ ? /Ŷ
geographical areas where User Voice was already known to either the prisons or the CRC, this 
enabled continuity at a time when prisons and CRCs increasingly had a common agenda of 
rehabilitation and reintegration. One Z ƐĞŶŝŽƌ ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ĂƐ  ‘ĂŶ
ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚďƌŽŬĞƌ Q ĂŶ Ğǆ-ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ  ?ǁŚŝĐŚ ? ŐĂǀĞ ŝƚ ĐƌĞĚŝďŝůŝƚǇ Q dŚĞǇ ǁĞƌĞŶ ?ƚ
ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂů ƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ?, and another suggested that ex-offenders could demonstrate to 
current offenders that there was a different way to progress through the criminal justice 
system  W ƚŚĞǇ ǁĞƌĞ  ‘ůŝǀŝŶŐ ƉƌŽŽĨ ? ƚŚĂƚ ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌƐ ĐŽƵůĚ  ‘ƚƵƌŶƚŚĞŝƌ ůŝǀĞƐ ĂƌŽƵŶĚ ? ? ĨŝŶĚ
employment, and give back to their communities. 
 
6.3 THEORY OF CHANGE OUTCOMES 
 
6.3.1 Engagement and impact 
 
Motivations for participation in User Voice Councils varied between different settings. Council 
members in prison articulated expressive (satisfaction with normative or morally good 
actions) and solidarity oriented (derived from their sense of belonging to a group) incentives 
for participation motivated by altruistic concerns, or collective and cooperative motives. This 
was expressed as a desire to influence change in prison conditions enabled by having their 
voices heard which, in recognition of their experiences as service users  W described by one 
CŽƵŶĐŝůŵĞŵďĞƌĂƐ ‘ĞǆƉĞƌƚƐďǇĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ?- was deemed the vehicle through which change 
might be engendered. For Community Council members, their incentives for participation in 
the Councils were expressed in intrinsic terms (i.e. in terms of realising a sense of self-
determination or competence) and expressive terms (in terms of deriving satisfaction from 
normative or morally good actions)  W and in particular, by helping others; their motives 
tended thus towards the personal although the intended outcomes of their participation 
ďĞŶĞĨŝƚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞ ? dŚĞ ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ  ‘ůĞĂǀŝŶŐ ĂůĞŐĂĐǇ ? ĞƉŝƚŽŵŝƐĞƐ ƐƵĐŚ ŵŽƚŝǀĞƐ ? ĂƐ ŽŶĞ
ƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌ ƌĞŵĂƌŬĞĚ P  ?zŽƵ ? ƚĂŬĞ Ă ůŽƚ ŽĨ ũŽǇ ĂǁĂǇ ǁŝƚŚ ǇŽƵ ? ǁŚĞŶ ǇŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ ǇŽƵ ?ǀĞ ĚŽŶĞ
something gooĚĨŽƌƐŽŵĞŽŶĞĞůƐĞ ? ?ůůŽƵŶĐŝůŵĞŵďĞƌƐǁŚŽǁĞƌĞŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚŝŶƚŚŝƐĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ
suggested that the Councils made a difference whether that be to the logistics of prison or 
CRC policy and practice, to levels of respect and mutual understanding between staff and 
service users, or to developing their own skills and levels of confidence. 
 
This resonates ǁŝƚŚZŝĞƐƐŵĂŶ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ? ‘ŚĞůƉĞƌƚŚĞƌĂƉǇƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ?- whatever the underpinning 
motive or intention, helping others helps the helper. Thus, what emerged across the settings 
was an emphasis, albeit differently conceptualised, on generativity. Maruna (2001) identified 
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that iŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚ ŝŶ  ‘ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ?  ?ǁŚŝĐŚ ŵĂŬĞ Ă ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ǁĞůů-being of 
others) plays a part in testifying to the desister that an alternative agentic identity is being or 
has been forged. Maruna (2001: 7) contends that desistance is only possible when ex-
ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌƐ ‘ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĂĐŽŚĞƌĞŶƚƉƌŽ-ƐŽĐŝĂůŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇĨŽƌƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ ? ?ĂŶĚhe stresses the salience 
ŽĨŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚŝŶ ‘ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ?ĂƐĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůƚŽƚŚĞĚĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ Relatedly, Uggen 
et al (2004) specify the varieties of civic participation that contribute to such a pro-social and 
desistance-oriented identity which includes activities associated with the Theory of Change, 
for example,  active citizenship and role modelling. 
 
6.3.2 Personal and skills development 
 
In terms of personal development, Council members identified that participation in the User 
Voice Councils gave them a sense of purpose and an enhanced sense of empathy towards and 
tolerance of others which impacted on their modes of interaction and, in turn, relationships 
with others. Professional staff observed an attitudinal change in participants, specifically, a 
shift in their self-perception, enhanced self-esteem, increased self-confidence and improved 
levels of interpersonal trust. In particular, Council members referred to improved 
relationships with professional staff; they attributed a reduced relational distance between 
themselves and professional staff directly to their participation in the Council. 
 
Some Council members in the community felt that their employability skills had been 
enhanced through participation in the Council. It should be noted, however, that most 
Council participants, in both settings, self-reported a high level of skills prior to participation 
in the Council. This might reflect methodological challenges surrounding self-reported data 
but it does make it difficult to determine the effect of Council participation on skills 
development. 
 
6.3.3 Role modelling and positive peer support networks 
 
dŚĞ  “ǁŽƵŶĚĞĚŚĞĂůĞƌ ? ƌŽůĞ ŽĨĞǆ-offenders held significant symbolic and practical value for 
Council participants. For Prison Council participants, engaging with ex-offenders in the prison 
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚǁĂƐƉŽǁĞƌĨƵů ?DĂŶǇǀŝĞǁĞĚhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐĂƐ “ŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶĂů ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨ
their post-release successes. Community Council participants were modelling the mentoring 
roles of User Voice employees to their peers, as a means to both help others and help 
themselves. Interviewees also talked about finding inspiration from the work of User Voice 
and its staff, and expressed a desire to assume an advocacy role themselves. Community 
participants, in particular, found the general peer support they gained from working with 
other ex-offenders to be most valuable. Part of this was linked to stigma and shame, and 
ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐ Ă  ‘ƐĂĨĞ ƐƉĂĐĞ ? ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ? DĂŶǇ ƚĂůŬĞĚ ĂďŽƵƚ  ‘ďĞŝŶŐ
ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ ?ĂƌŽƵŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞǇĚŝĚŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞƚŽ “ŚŝĚĞ ?ƚŚĞŝƌŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ?dŚŝƐ
ƐŚĂƌĞĚƐƚĂƚƵƐĨŽƐƚĞƌĞĚĂƐĞŶƐĞŽĨ ‘ĨƌĞĞĚŽŵ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ƉĞĂĐĞ ?ĂŵŽŶŐƐƚŽƵŶĐŝůŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ?EĞĂƌůǇĂůů
interviewees ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŝƌƐƚĂƚƵƐĂƐ ‘Ğǆ-ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌƐ ? ?ŽƌĂƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌƐ ?ĂůůŽǁĞĚƚŚĞŵĂ
greater level of empathy towards others in the system. Being advocates for, and role models 
to, other ex-offenders was identified as a primary motivator to engaging in the Council 
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6.3.4 Active citizenship 
 
ƌŝĐŬ  ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ĚĞĨŝŶĞƐ ĂĐƚŝǀĞ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐŚŝƉ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ  ‘ƌŝŐŚƚƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞĚ ĂƐ ǁĞůů ĂƐ ĂŐƌĞĞĚ
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ? ?ƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŝŶƉƵďůŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?ǀŽůƵŶƚĞĞƌŝŶŐĂŶĚ
democratic participation (Crick, 2000; Lister 2003), which are undoubtedly manifest in active 
Council membership. One Council member, in particular, suggested that both expressing their 
ǀŝĞǁƐ ?ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐ ‘ŚĂǀŝŶŐĂǀŽŝĐĞ ?ĂŶĚŚĂǀŝŶŐƚŚŽƐĞǀŝǁƐŚĞĂƌĚĞŶĂďůĞĚƚŚĞŵƚŽƚƌĂŶƐĐĞŶĚ
the self- and social-stigma experienced by and conferred on those in the criminal justice 
system. Participating in Council activities was also considered to enhance a sense of agency 
which, in conjunction with generative concerns (discussed above) not only builds human and 
social capital but may consolidate and support motivations to change, or, in other words, be a 
vehicle for expressing a shift in identity and a vehicle for desistance, one which is, critically, 
dependent on social recognition (Barry, 2015). 
 
6.4 THE IMPACT OF USER VOICE ON SERVICE PROVISION 
 
Impacts on services were discussed in terms of operational outcomes, relational-cultural 
outcomes, relational-environmental outcomes and [cost] effective outcomes. It was widely 
recognised that end-user feedback and consultation on service provision and delivery could 
only enhance the efficacy and efficiency of services, with regard to shared and intended 
outcomes. The qualitative data revealed a range of operational outcomes associated directly 
with the User Voice Councils which included, for example, the provision of in-cell phones in 
prison and the provision and distribution of delayed allocation of clothing and changes to the 
appearance and fabric of waiting rooms in CRC officers and the establishment and 
recruitment of engagement workers in one CRC. 
 
The relational-cultural outcome included a reduction in perceptions of historical or traditional 
barriers between professionals and prisoners or service users and, indeed, improved 
relationships and interpersonal dynamics which seemed to imply, if not reinforce, arguments 
towards a more participatory approach towards service design, development and delivery.  
 
The relational-environmental outcomes suggested that the activities of the Councils had led 
to an improved quality of life and/or experience of services for prisoners and service users but 
which also had the effect, in prisons, of creating the space for prison officers to work more 
proactively rather than reactively. 
 
Also concerning User Voice impacts on services, the evidence suggests that User Voice has 
had a strong and positive impact on the manageability and perceived legitimacy of prison 
regimes, although some aspects of this have been difficult to quantify, and the causes of such 
changes are questioned by some interview respondents. 
 
DŽƌĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ  “ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚ ŵĂŶĂŐĞĂďŝůŝƚǇ ? ǁŝƚŚŝŶ hƐĞƌ sŽŝĐĞ ƉƌŝƐŽŶƐ ĂƉƉĞĂƌƐ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ
involved reductions in problematic incidents/events, and although these impacts are uneven, 
our analysis of data concerning reductions in adjudications (and assaults on staff within that) 
and prisoner complaints show this kind of positive impact quite clearly. 
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6.5 COSTS AND BENEFITS 
 
There is sufficient evidence to allow us to conclude that User Voice is cost-effective in the 
sense that it generates sufficient benefits to outweigh its costs  W the threshold level of change 
required to justify its existence financially is not very high, and appears to be exceeded in 
relation to benefits generated both at individual and service levels. 
 
In terms of impacts on individual User Voice participants, although the team was hampered 
somewhat in the analysis by a lack of data on individual participants, the qualitative data and 
the evidence generated in relation to the case studies clearly indicate that User Voice 
activities are associated with a range of cost-able benefits, including reductions in offending, 
and the effective resolution of practical issues often faced by people involved with the 
criminal justice system (such as substance misuse, issues with mental health, and 
employment). In spite of the data gaps, this evidence is sufficient to illustrate large cost-able 
benefits  W and also to illustrate that large savings can be made in relation even to very small 
numbers of participants where such changes have been experienced. 
 
In terms of impacts on services, in relation to changes in levels of adjudications for example, 
the analysis suggests that User Voice activity is associated with benefits well in excess of 
£500,000 across the five User Voice prisons where the team was able to undertake before 
and after rate comparisons (with comparators). These benefits are particularly impressive 
when it is noted that there are numerous other aspects of impact which we were not in a 
position to cost because of limitations in the data, such as changes in the use of segregation 
for example, or relative changes in numbers of prisoner complaints.  Changes in these areas 
will also have had positive cost-benefit dimensions, which would be additional to those that 
we have looked at specifically.   
 
Positive changes in relation to problematic incidents in User Voice prisons obviously generate 
ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ ƚŽ ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐ ŝŶƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ? ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞŶŽƚĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ  “ĐĂƐŚĂďůĞ ? ?
can be re-deployed internally in a positive manner. 
 
In addition, the evidence suggests that User Voice projects can and do generate positive 
outcomes which cannot be costed precisely, but which can have a significant impact on the 
lives of prisoners and participants in the community.  
 
6.6 CHALLENGES TO THE USER VOICE COUNCIL MODEL 
 
The following sections of this chapter offer recommendations for Council improvement, 
refinement and reflection where appropriate to the topic under discussion.  
 
It was widely agreed that the model of Community and Prison Councils was both unique and 
highly effective, not only as a means of improving services but also as a vehicle for the 
personal development of its members. However, User Voice tends to try to replicate the 
Council model within both prison and community settings, and senior managers in particular 
felt that this was a constraint on taking full advantage of the model. Challenges experienced 
by having a more rigid Council model include, for example, the extent to which both User 
Voice staff and Council members can move around the prison to engage with other prisoners, 
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restrictions on the number of prisoners who can meet at any one time for the purpose of 
conducting Council business, and sustaining Council membership in prisons with a rapidly 
changing population. In the community setting, the geographical spread and diversity of the 
service user population does not necessarily allow for the current model to operate across all 
areas or all groups. These challenges suggest that while the Council model may be 
implemented consistently across prisons and CRCs, there is perhaps scope for a level of 
flexibility around its manner of operation as befits different settings and contexts. As the 
success of the model becomes increasingly evident amongst service providers, there is now a 
realisation that the model could actually be utilised more broadly if it were more flexible, 
thereby allowing for different cultures, needs and aspirations within and between the various 
CRC and prison settings within which it operates.  
 
Recommendation 1: that the Council model be adaptable and flexible enough to be tailored 
to the needs of different penal, cultural and operational settings. 
 
User Voice staff strongly suggested that there was no other agency like User Voice that might 
be in competition with it precisely because it was a unique user-led organisation. 
 
dŚĞƌĞŝƐŶ ?ƚĂŶǇŽŶĞ QdŚĞƌĞ ?ƐŶŽŽŶĞĚŽŝŶŐƚŚŝƐ ?ĨĞǁƉĞŽƉůĞŵŝŐŚƚĐůĂŝŵƚŽĚŽŝƚďƵƚ
ƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐŶŽŽŶĞĚŽŝŶŐŝƚĨƌŽŵĂƵƐĞƌůĞĚƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ QďĞŝŶŐůĞĚĂŶĚĚĞůŝǀĞƌĞĚďǇƉĞŽƉůĞ
ǁŝƚŚƚŚĂƚƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ Q ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞƐŬŝůůĞĚƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůƐĂďůĞƚŽƵƐĞƚŚĞŝƌƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů
experience (User Voice senior manager). 
 
However, whilst there may be no other organisation like it, User Voice is rightly concerned 
that prisons and CRCs could offer the same or a similar service in-house, not least when  W as 
one governor put it  W ƚŚĞŵŽĚĞů ŝƐŶŽƚ  ‘ĐŽƉǇƌŝŐŚƚĞĚ ? ?ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞǁŽƵůĚĂƌŐƵĞƚŚĂƚ
the intellectual property is asserted through its published material: 
 
Our biggest competition is them doing it themselves, not any other organisation doing 
ŝƚ QtĞŬŶŽǁŚŽǁƚŽĚŽŝƚ QǁĞŬŶŽǁĂůůƚŚĞƉŝƚĨĂůůƐ QƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞƌŝƐŬƐŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ ?,ŽǁĂƌĞ
ǇŽƵŵĂŬŝŶŐƐƵƌĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉĞŽƉůĞǁŚŽ ?ƌĞŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚĂƌĞ ŝŶ ŝƚĨŽƌƚŚĞƌŝŐŚƚƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ ? ? ? ?ŝĨ
ŝƚ ?Ɛ ŶŽƚ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝǀĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ĂŶĚ ǇŽƵ ?ƌĞ ŶŽƚŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ the full spectrum of 
ƉĞŽƉůĞ QƚŚĞĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐǇŽƵ ?ƌĞƚŚĞŶŵĂŬŝŶŐĂƌĞďĂƐĞĚŽŶĂƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌǀŝĞǁ QǁĞĐĂŶŐŝǀĞ
you much more of that (User Voice, senior manager). 
 
However, prisons perhaps more than CRCs were not convinced that Councils necessarily 
needed User Voice. Whilst some suggested that User Voice Councils were value for money, 
ĞǀĞŶ  ‘ĂďĂƌŐĂŝŶ ? ? ƚŚƌĞĞƉƌŝƐŽŶ ƐĞŶŝŽƌ managers equally implied that it could be run as cost-
effectively, if not more so, by employing ex-offenders directly and giving more autonomy to 
service users to consult with their counterparts both in the community and in prisons. 
 
I could employ, directly, two ex-offenders, for example. I could do that for the same 
ŵŽŶĞǇ Q / ǁŽƵůĚ ŐĞƚ ƚŚĞ ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ ŽĨ ďĞŝŶŐ ƐĞĞŶ ĂƐ ƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇ ǁŚŽ ĞŵƉůŽǇƐ Ğǆ-
offenders directly, which is good. I would carry the same benefits and risks of working 
with an ex-ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌ Q / ?ĚƉƌŽďĂďůǇŐĞƚŵŽƌĞƚŝŵĞŽŶƚŚĞŐƌŽƵŶĚĨƌŽŵƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇ Q/Ĩ
the model is about running an election for prisoners, having a group of prisoners who 
are talking to prison managers, and employing ex-offenders to give that some support, 
ĂŶǇďŽĚǇĐŽƵůĚĚŽƚŚĂƚ ?/ĐŽƵůĚĚŽƚŚĂƚ QtŚĂƚ ?ƐƵůƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ?ŝƐ ?ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚĞ
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ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌƐĨŝŶĚŝƚĐƌĞĚŝďůĞ Q/ĚŽŶ ?ƚƚŚŝŶŬŝƚƌĞĂůůǇŵĂƚƚĞƌƐǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŝƚ ?ƐhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞŽƌ
aŶǇďŽĚǇĞůƐĞŽƌǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŝƚ ?ƐŝŶ-house. I think the most important part is about people 
ďĞůŝĞǀŝŶŐŝŶŝƚ ?ƚŚĂƚŝƚ ?ƐƐĞĞŶƚŽǁŽƌŬ ?WƌŝƐŽŶŐŽǀĞƌŶŽƌ ?ƌĞĂ ? ? 
 
However, three other senior managers and two operational staff members suggested that 
whilst it could be done in house, it would lose its credibility and legitimacy in the eyes of 
service users in particular, and would not be as cost-effective as dedicating a budget to an 
external agency. Arguably, an internally provided model would also struggle to hold the 
relevant agencies to account which, as we discussed above, was one aspect of the value 
added. Equally, as the quotes below illustrate, in the context of competing organisational 
priorities in a climate of budget cuts and, relatedly, reduced staffing levels, the commitment 
to in-house provision might quickly be overwhelmed by other concerns and become an add-
on rather than an integral part of service delivery, the latter of which, as we outlined before, 
is critical to co-productive approaches (Eriksson, 2011). 
 
 ?/ŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞƌ P/ĨǇŽƵ ?ĚŚĂĚƚŚĞĐŚŽŝĐĞĂŶĚǇŽƵƉƌŽďĂďůǇĚŝĚŚĂǀĞ ?ŵŝŐŚƚǇŽƵŚĂǀĞƵƐĞĚ
ĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƌ ? ?/ ?ĚŚĂǀĞĚŽŶĞŝƚŽƵƌƐĞůǀ Ɛ ?/ ?ĚŚĂǀĞĚŽŶĞŝƚŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐďƵƚ
ŝƚǁŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚďĞĂŶǇǁŚĞƌĞŶĞĂƌĂƐ Q ?/ ?ǀĞĚŽŶĞŝƚůŽĂĚƐŽĨƚŝŵĞƐŝŶƚŚĞƉĂƐƚ in every jail 
/ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶ ŝŶ ?ŚĂĚƐŽŵĞĨŽƌŵŽĨƉƌŝƐŽŶĞƌcouncil or forum that I would be at and the 
ƌĞĂƐŽŶƚŚĞǇĚŽŶ ?ƚǁŽƌŬŝƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞǁŚŽĞǀĞƌ/ŐŝǀĞŝƚƚŽ ?ŝƚ ?ƐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞŝƌũŽďƚŽŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĞ
it and the admin and the running round and recruiting and making sure everything 
ǁŽƌŬƐŝƐĂůŽƚŽĨƚŝŵĞ ?^ŽƚŚĞƌĞ ?Ɛ ?ŐƵǇƐŚĞƌĞ ?ĚĂǇƐĂǁĞĞŬĂŶĚĂůůƚŚĞŝƌƚŝŵĞŝƐƚĂŬĞŶ
ƵƉǁŝƚŚŝƚ ?/ĐŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ ?ĚĂǇƐĂǁĞĞŬĚŽŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ ?/ƚ ?ƐŝŵƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ ?/ĐĂŶ ?ƚ
employ someone to do that.  So it would be a tag on to someonĞ ?ƐũŽďĂŶĚ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨ
ƚŚĂƚ ? ŝƚ ?ƐŶĞǀĞƌŐŝǀĞŶƚŚĞĂŵŽƵŶƚŽĨƚŝŵĞ ŝƚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐƚŽǁŽƌŬƉƌŽƉĞƌůǇ ? ^ŽǁĞǁŽƵůĚ
have done it in-ŚŽƵƐĞ ĂŶĚ ŝƚ ǁŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ĂƐ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů ĐŽƐ ƚŚĞǇ ŶĞǀĞƌ ĂƌĞ
(Prison governor, Area B).  
 
When they go into an office and they ŐŽ ŝŶƚŽĂǁĂŝƚŝŶŐƌŽŽŵĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂŐƌŽƵƉŽĨ
ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌƐƐŝƚƚŝŶŐƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƚŚĞǇĐĂŶƐĂǇ ?ŽŚǁĞ ?ƌĞĨƌŽŵhƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ ?ǁĞ ?ƌĞŶŽƚƉƌŽďĂƚŝŽŶ
ĂŶĚǁĞ ?ĚůŝŬĞƚŽƚĂůŬƚŽǇŽƵĂďŽƵƚǇŽƵƌĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨďĞŝŶŐŽŶƉƌŽďĂƚŝŽŶ QŝƚǁŽƵůĚďĞ
quite difficult to replicate that if we ĚŝĚ ŝƚ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůůǇ Q ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ  ?ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐĞ ? ŝƐ
ƵƐĞĨƵů ĂŶĚ ŝƚ ?Ɛ ĂůƐŽ ? ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ ƋƵŝƚĞ ƉĞƌƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ ? ƚŚĞǇ ǁŝůů ŬĞĞƉ ĐŽŵŝŶŐ ďĂĐŬ  ?Z ^ƚĂĨĨ ?
Area B). 
 
 ?ĞĐĂƵƐĞ ? ŝƚ ?Ɛ ŶŽƚ ŝŶ-ŚŽƵƐĞ  Q / ƚŚŝŶŬ ƚŚĂƚ ƐƚŽƉƐ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ ďĞŝŶŐ ǁŚŝƚĞǁĂƐŚĞĚ
ƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞƚĂďůĞ QŝƚŚĂƐĂůŽƚŵŽre respect and substance (Prison Officer, Area C). 
 
&ŝƌƐƚŽĨĂůů ?ǁĞĐĂŶ ?ƚŐĞƚŚŽůĚŽĨƉƌŝƐŽŶŽĨĨŝĐĞƌƐƚŽĚŽŝƚĂŶĚƐĞĐŽŶĚůǇ ?ǁĞŚĂǀĞŶ ?ƚŐŽƚĂ
job description for a prison officer that would allow us to do it (Prison governor, Area 
B) 
 
However, we would suggest that a further difficulty with providing an internal or in-house 
council would reside in the distinct manner of relating that the User Voice Council model 
requires. Traditional relational dynamics between service providers and service users in the 
criminal justice system have historically and traditionally been premised on power 
differentials and assumed authority, which can undermine attempts at collaboration and 
coproduction between these differently situated persons (Slay and Stephens 2013). 
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The culture of prisons, prison staff and managers and prisoners themselves, is such 
that it is very, very difficult for them to take on board those issues in a different way. 
WĞŽƉůĞ ĂƌĞ ǀĞƌǇ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůůǇ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞĚ ƚŽ ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ ŝŶ Ă ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ǁĂǇ Q ŝŶ ƐŽŵĞ
establishmeŶƚƐ ?ǁŝƚŚůĞƚ ?ƐƐĂǇǀĞƌǇƐƚƌŽŶŐĂŶĚŵĂǇďĞŵŽƌĞĞŶůŝŐŚƚĞŶĞĚŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
teams you could, ďƵƚ/ǁŽƵůĚƐĂǇŝŶƚŚĞŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇŽĨĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƐ ?ǇŽƵǁŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚŐĞƚ
that impact (Prison governor, Area B). 
 
All stakeholders interviewed recognised that the Councils are ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚĨŽƌ ‘ĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ ?ĂŶĚ ?ĂƐ
part of that, oriented to improving outcomes not just for prisoners or service users but for 
services more broadly. We found that the extent to which this purpose is realised in practice 
is constrained, in certain contexts ?ďǇƚŚĞĂďƐĞŶĐĞŽĨ ‘ďƵǇ-ŝŶ ?ĨƌŽŵŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůƐƚĂĨĨ (notably 
prison officers and offender managers/administrators). Despite one prison officer suggesting 
that increased participation in the Council meeting by prison officers was not necessarily as 
effective as a core group of Council members and professional staff who knew and trusted 
each other, increasing buy-in from operational staff was seen as crucial in terms of 
 ‘ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ ? ?
 
Recommendation 2: that greater consideration is given to involving more ground staff on a 
day to day basis in the operation of the Councils to increase their buy-in to the process and 
outcomes. 
 
Relatedly, and perhaps why buy-in from front-line staff has sometimes been perceived to be 
more limited than it could be, one of the key challenges to the process and operation of the 
Council model comes from potential staff ƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ƚŽ Žƌ ŽďƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŽƵŶĐŝů ?Ɛ
operations. Across all three areas and within both prison and community contexts, but 
perhaps more acutely in the prison context, staff reported varying degrees of resistance due 
in part to a lack of understanding of the purpose of the Council and its potential outcomes. 
There was an implied fear of undermining professionalism if the Council represented a 
blurring professional boundaries and moving traditional hierarchical power relations towards 
a more consensual relationship between staff and service users. ,ŽǁƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝůŝƐ ‘ƐŽůĚ ?ƚŽ
ground staff is crucial in this regard, not least if Councils are seen by some staff as duplicating 
other initiatives such as PIDs or PCGs. 
 
Recommendation 3: that Engagement Team Leaders adapt their initial presentations and 
ongoing liaison with ground staff to ensure a greater understanding of the role of Councils 
within the service and the complementary rather than competing role of User Voice staff 
and Council members in addressing common concerns. 
 
Linked to the above is the importance of ensuring buy-in from senior officials and 
management teams within CRCs and prisons. Although many of the prison Governors in this 
evaluation personally contracted with User Voice, this did not always guarantee buy-in from 
other senior members in the establishment. Several User Voice frontline staff members 
suggested that one way to achieve greater Council embeddedness (and buy-in) within the 
prison setting was to better liaise with senior management (both personally and 
organisationally). One User Voice staff member described the ways in which he tried to 
encourage support and backing from senior managers:  
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I do my best to work with them, not against them... I think sometimes they see me 
ĐŽŵŝŶŐĚŽǁŶƚŚĞǁĂůŬǁĂǇŝŶŵǇ ?hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ ?ƐŚŝƌƚĂŶĚĂƵƚŽŵĂƚŝĐĂůůǇƚŚŝŶŬ/ ?ŵŐŽŝŶŐ
to create a headache for them  W more work, or demands. I see that look on their 
faces. So I just stop, and I ask how their day Is. Maybe share a coffee, and listen to 
ƚŚĞŝƌĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ ?/ƚ ?ƐďĂƐŝĐĂůůǇǁŚĂƚ/ĚŽǁŝƚŚƚŚĞůĂĚƐ Q/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞƌĞƐŚŽƵůĚďĞŵŽƌĞŽĨ
ƚŚŝƐ ?ǀĞƌǇŽŶĞŝŶƉƌŝƐŽŶǁĂŶƚƐƚŽŐĞƚŚĞĂƌĚ ?ǁĂŶƚƐƚŽŬŶŽǁƚŚĂƚƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ ?ƐůŝƐƚĞŶŝŶŐ ?
(User Voice staff, Area A) 
 
Recommendation 4: that Engagement Team Leaders, and User Voice as an organisation, 
liaise closely with senior commissioning staff to ensure a greater understanding of the role 
of Councils within the service and working with (or  ?ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ? ? ƚŚĞŵ ƚŽ ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ ĐŽŵŵŽŶ
concerns. 
 
Another User Voice staff member suggested that contracts between the organisation and the 
contracting body make clear what is needed and expected from both parties in order to (i) 
manage expectations, and (ii) ensure service delivery can be achieved with greater success. 
Specifically, he suggested that User Voice identify the ways in which council 
ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶŝƐ ‘ŚĞůƉĞĚŽƌŚŝŶĚĞƌĞĚ ? ?ĂŶĚ ƚŽǁŽƌŬǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚŽƌƉƌŝŽƌƚŽ
engagement to help mitigate these. In the prison setting, for example, clearly stating that 
User Voice employees will require unfettered access around the prison and to prisoners, and 
to address security concerns upfront. Some frontline staff were able to carry keys around the 
prison (which allowed for easy access and movement), though others were not, thus 
hindering their movement and placing a greater operational burden on prison staff. 
 
Recommendation 5: that User Voice considers contractual stipulations outlining the ways in 
which service delivery can best be achieved with the assistance of the service provider. 
 
6.7 THE THROUGH-THE-GATE MODEL  
 
Once the Transforming Rehabilitation programme of change becomes more established, it is 
undoubtedly the case that service providers both in prisons and in the community will seek to 
ŽĨĨĞƌĂŵŽƌĞ ‘ƐĞĂŵůĞƐƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ?ƚŽƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌƐŝŶƚŚĞŚŽƉĞŽĨĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐŝŶŐƌĞŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ
desistance. Professional interview respondents were unanimous in their positive response to 
the Through-The-Gate Council model which was considered particularly innovative, and 
indeed essential to rehabilitation: 
 
tŚĞŶƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƵƐĞƌƐ ĂƌĞ ƌĞůĞĂƐĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ ƉƌŝƐŽŶ ? ŝƚ ?ƐĂ ƌĞĂů ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ƚŝŵĞ QĂŶĚ ŝĨ ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞ
ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞWƌŝƐŽŶŽƵŶĐŝů QƐĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŝŽŶĨƌŽŵĚŽŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ QƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚ
there is support available for them when they come through-the-gate is incredibly 
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ?/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇŽƵŶĐŝůƐ ?ƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞŐŽƚƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƚŽ
ĚŽǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŝƌĚĂǇ ?ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĂƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ ?ĂƌĞĂƐŽŶƚŽŐĞƚƵƉŝŶƚŚĞmorning, and being 
ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞŝƌƉĞĞƌƐ ?ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞĚŽŝŶŐƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀĞ ?ƚŚĞǇĨĞĞůǀĂůƵĞĚ ?ƚŚĞǇ
feel listened to (Scoping interview 5). 
 
Equally, it was felt important by some stakeholders to establish closer links between prison 
and community more generally, suggesting that greater collaboration between Prison and 
Community Councils would strengthen the case for a Through-The-Gate model of working. 
Logistically, however, the Community Councils would have to go to the Prison Councils, rather 
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than vice versa. Despite an acknowledgement that the particular operation of the model used 
in prisons (e.g., elections to parties) could not be replicated in the community because of 
different settings and cultures, greater collaboration between the two would enable the 
sharing of success stories and issues which could encourage each Council to learn from the 
ŽƚŚĞƌĂŶĚĞŶƐƵƌĞŐƌĞĂƚĞƌĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝƚǇŽĨŽƵŶĐŝůŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚ ‘ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞŐĂƚĞ ? ?
 
Many Prison and Community Council members felt that their achievements were not 
ƌĞŐƵůĂƌůǇ  ‘ŵĂĚĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ ? ? dŚŝƐ ǁĂƐ ƐĞĞŶ ĂƐ ĂŶ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ŐĞŶĞƌĂů ƌĞĐŽƌĚ ŬĞĞƉŝŶŐ ? ďƵƚ
also celebrating Council achievements with both staff and other prisoners. Monthly 
newsletters, kiosk notifications, more signage within prisons and CRC offices and prison 
journal articles were all suggested as means of celebrating their successes. 
 
 ?WƌŝƐŽŶĞƌƐ ?ĚŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁǁŚĂƚƚŚĞǇĐĂŶĐŽŵĞƚŽǇŽƵĂďŽƵƚ ? ƚŚĞǇĚŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁǁŚĂƚƚŚĞǇ
ĐĂŶƌĂŝƐĞ ?ǁŚĂƚǁĞĚŽ ?tĞ ?ƌĞŶŽƚǀĞƌǇŐŽŽĚĂƚĂĐƚƵĂůůǇƉƵďůŝĐŝƐŝŶŐ QǁĞ ?ƌĞŶŽƚƌĞĂůůǇ
ŐŽŝŶŐŽƵƚƚŚĞƌĞĂŶĚďĂŶŐŝŶŐŽƵƌĚƌƵŵƐƐĂǇŝŶŐ ‘ǁĞ ?ǀĞĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚƚŚŝƐ ?ƚŚŝƐĂŶĚƚŚŝƐ ?ƚŚŝƐ
ǁĞĞŬ QDĂǇďĞǁĞŶĞĞĚƚŽďĞďĞƚƚĞƌĂƚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŶŐ  ?&ŽĐƵƐ Group member, Area 
C). 
 
Recommendation 6: that User Voice encourages greater collaboration and dissemination of 
activities/publicity between Prison and Community Councils and between prisons and CRCs 
more widely. 
 
6.8 STAFFING 
 
Some participants expressed concern over the lack of consistency and continuity in User Voice 
employees, primarily in the prison setting but also in the community setting where Council 
members could feel isolated from the organisation. Council members and the wider service 
user population need to understand the constraints within which User Voice staff are working 
 W for example, being denied access to prison wings for security or safety reasons, or due to 
staffing shortages. Many Prison Council members also felt that User Voice employees should 
be more present in the prison  W engaging with prisoners and staff, as well as just increasing 
visibility. Some thought that having two User Voice employees for each Prison Council, and on 
a more full-time basis, would be helpful in terms of greater outreach and achieving goals. 
Some prison Governors/Directors also commented on the inhibitors to engagement with staff 
and prisoners alike if User Voice staff are rarely visible within the prison. 
 
Recommendation 7: that User Voice considers with service providers how to achieve a 
greater presence of Engagement Team Members within the CRCs/prisons in order to boost 
contact with both service users and ground staff. 
 
For community participants, a recurring suggestion was to have a more present and active 
council advocate. In the prison setting, it was often the Governor/Director who set the tone 
and endorsed the council. Because they were personally responsible for contracting with User 
Voice, Governors/Directors were motivated to make it successful. Structurally, the CRC is a 
more diverse organisation which poses difficulties in finding council advocates to help initiate 
change and motivate CRC ground staff to  ‘ŽǁŶ ? ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ. Relatedly, actioning proposals 
seemed particularly difficult for the Community Councils, given the lack of an advocate on the 
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ground, which meant that many participants saw little or no changes made from their 
feedback and council meeting deliberations.  
 
Recommendation 8: that the CRCs have an equivalent to the Prison Governor/Director and 
any dedicated prison officers who can advocate on behalf of Community Council members. 
 
The one female interviewee from the Community Council suggested that User Voice should 
provide more outreach and support to women in prison by, for example, having a Council in a 
ǁŽŵĞŶ ?ƐƉƌŝƐŽŶ  W but other participants also mentioned the lack of throughcare support for 
those on release into the community, despite some CRCs already having throughcare 
workers/mentors who fulfil this role to a certain extent]. 
  
Recommendation 9: that User Voice is more proactive in signposting released Prison Council 
members to services within the local communities to which they are returning. 
 
6.9 DATA COLLECTION 
 
hƐĞƌsŽŝĐĞ ?ƐŶĞǁĚĂƚĂďĂƐĞƐŚŽƵůĚŚĞůƉƚŚĞŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶƚŽĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞŐĂthering systematic and 
rigorous data on Council participants and activities, and its use should also help to facilitate 
wider involvement of User Voice staff in data collection and evaluation activities (and thus 
ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞ ǁŝĚĞƌ  ‘ďƵǇ-ŝŶ ? ƚŽ ƚŚŽƐĞ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ and help to mainstream them organisationally). 
However, it will be important to ensure that Council participants give feedback and other 
relevant demographic information on a systematic and regular basis, to reduce the likelihood 
of a high attrition rate or inconsistent follow-up periods. 
 
6.9.1 Future use of IOMI 
 
Now that the use of IOMI has bedded down in most areas, and that the User Voice database 
has Ă ‘ďŽůƚ-ŽŶ ?ƐŚĞĞƚĨŽƌ/KD/ĚĂƚĂentry, the User Voice team might consider continuing use 
of the tool in combination with its own Personal Development Records, for example, although 
ƐŽŵĞ ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ ŚĂƌŵŽŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞƐĞ ĨŽƌŵƐ ĐŽƵůĚ ďĞ ƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞŶ ƚŽ ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞ Ă ďĞƚƚĞƌ  ‘Ĩŝƚ ?
(and also to make the current PDR slightly more robust in terms of question wording). 
 
6.9.2 Measuring User Voice impact on re-offending 
 
Some of our recommendations about future practice concern the collection of key data which 
could allow for the longer term illustration of positive cost-benefit User Voice impacts, but 
they also concern ways in which such material could be analysed and deployed in publicity or 
fund-raising material. Data could also be gathered over the longer term which could be used 
to underpin a study of impact on re-offending by User Voice participants.  That was never 
designed to be a component of the current study (partly because a proper reconviction study 
always involves a time lag that is difficult to accommodate within evaluation periods, and 
partly because reconviction is not considered a useful measure of User VoiĐĞ ?Ɛ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ). 
However, if individual data on User Voice participants were augmented with PNC data for 
example, it would be possible to measure change in offending across entire offending 
histories, and should also be possible to place any shifts alongside other data. 
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Recommendation 10: that User Voice continue to strengthen its data collection activities 
and review these in the light of the evaluation findings; in particular, fine-tuning the 
database, and incorporating data on re-offending.  Some minor changes to data collection 
systems could also help the organisation to do its own costing work in the future. 
 
6.10 &hZd,Zs>KWDEdK&h^ZsK/ ?^d,KZzK&,E' 
 
The research team has used the User Voice Theory of Change as a framework for 
understanding impact, and as a guide for key points where data collection would be needed. 
We could, however, identify a few areas where the existing Theory of Change could be 
augmented to take account of key factors which are currently missing. For example, a key 
part of the User Voice unique selling point is about what the organisation can bring to the 
work in terms of a strong familiarity with, and direct experience of, issues concerning criminal 
justice and those who experience the system and its related services. That knowledge is 
arguably part of what gives User Voice some of its causal efficacy, and part of what helps to 
bring about change.   
 
It could also be stressed in the model that User Voice impacts are generated in a dynamic 
manner involving mutual interaction between different individuals and groups, and the 
services with which they are involved.  Changes in the way in which service staff view and 
ĞŶŐĂŐĞǁŝƚŚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌƐĂƌĞĂůƐŽĐůŽƐĞůǇ ůŝŶŬĞĚďŽƚŚƚŽƚŚĞŝĚĞĂŽĨ  ‘ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞĐŚĂŶŐĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŽ
shifts in user perceptions about the legitimacy and responsiveness of services. These dynamic, 
mutually reinforcing and interactive aspects of User Voice delivery and changes could be 
captured through the addition of different kinds of connector symbols within the model. 
 
Recommendation 11: that key User Voice staff re-visit its theory of change in the light of the 
evaluation findings, with a view to making decisions about possible amendments to that 
theory. 
 
Service users and User Voice staff suggested a number of ways in which the Theory of Change 
outcomes could be further developed or strengthened, and how these might be better 
measured moving forward: 
 
¾ Engagement: As noted throughout this report, engagement  W at and between all levels 
 W is key to Council success, and being perceived as a credible and legitimate model. 
Service users were initially motivated to engage with User Voice because it provided a 
distinct platform in which to meaningfully contribute to criminal justice service 
delivery. Participants were also motivated to work with ex-offenders in productive and 
constructive ways. Relationships and engagement between service providers and User 
Voice, and service providers and service users (via User Voice) were more complicated 
and could be further strengthened, as recommended above. Several User Voice staff 
ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚƚŚĂƚ ‘ƚĞĂŵƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŵŝŐŚƚďĞƵƐĞĨƵů ?ǁŚĞŶŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝŶŐŶĞǁƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐŽƌƉƌŝŽƌ
ƚŽĂŶĞǁĐŽƵŶĐŝůďĞŝŶŐĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ P ‘/ƚǁŽƵůĚďĞŚĞůƉĨƵůƚŽŐĞƚƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌĂŶĚƚŚŝŶŬĂďŽƵƚ
ǁŚĂƚ ǁŽƌŬĞĚ ? ǁŚĂƚ ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚ ? ĂŶĚ ŚŽǁ ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ŽǀĞƌĐŽŵĞ ƚŚĂƚ  Q tĞ ?ƌĞ Ăůů ŽŶ ƚŝŐŚƚ
ƐĐŚĞĚƵůĞƐ ?ĂŶĚĨŝƌĞĨŝŐŚƚŝŶŐĂůŽƚ ?ďƵƚ/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚďĞŵĂƐƐŝǀĞ QŐŽŽĚůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ
ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ŽŶ ŚŽǁ ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ ? ? ZĞĨůĞĐƚŝŶŐ ŽŶ ? ĂŶĚ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇŝŶŐ ďĞƐƚ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ
within the organisation (e.g. how best to engage, how to engage in different, and 
complex, service settings, etc.) may contribute to improved delivery strategies. For 
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evaluative purposes, creating strong relational links between User Voice, service 
providers, and service users could increase the likelihood for data sharing, data 
collection, longer-term follow-up, and partnerships to better understand how Council 
participation enables the desistance process. 
 
¾ Personal and skills development: All Council participants identified at least one way in 
which they had developed personally (increased confidence and self-esteem, for 
example), and/or grew or strengthened skills like reading, writing, and computer 
competencies. Many of these inter/personal skills develop organically through the 
Council model via dialogic exchange, solution-focused teamwork, community-oriented 
betterment, and diplomacy. Many respondents suggested ways in which skills could 
be more directly (or explicitly) developed within the Council model. One of these 
suggestions was to create peer-leĚ ‘ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ?ŐƌŽƵƉƐŽƌĐůĂƐƐĞƐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ
for other service users. For example, a computer basics class, budgeting, or a 
discussion group on how to negotiate life on the outside when you have a conviction. 
Such skills development could be measured and tracked over time with IOMIs or User 
sŽŝĐĞ ?Ɛ WZ ƚŽŽů  ?ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ ĞĂƌůŝĞƌ ? ? ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ ďŽŽƐƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ?Ɛ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ
empirically demonstrate positive change. 
 
¾ Role modelling and peer support: One of the most distinctive aspects of the User 
Voice model is the role of ex-offenders in service delivery, Council development and 
facilitation, and as role models to Council members. This was deeply valued by all 
Council participants. In addition, the formal and informal peer support gained from 
being part of the organisation gave members a sense of community, pride, and 
collective purpose. This Theory of Change outcome arguably had the most impact on 
service users. However, both User Voice staff and Council members indicated that 
there may be additional ways of enhancing this aspect of the model. All Council 
ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ĚĞƐŝƌĞĚ ŵŽƌĞ ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ Žƌ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ  ‘ŚŽǁ ƚŽ ďĞ Ă ďĞƚƚĞƌ ŵĞŶƚŽƌ ? ?
Community Council participants, in particular, expressed interest in more formal 
training around mentoring, managing crises and vulnerabilities, pro-social modelling, 
and listening skills. Many community respondents did not feel adequately prepared or 
equipped to handle difficult clients or difficult (resistant/combative) probation staff. In 
some ways, this prevented confidence building, and made some feel vulnerable or 
incapable to professionally assist other service users. Nonetheless, all participants 
ĨŽƵŶĚƚŚĞ ‘ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂů ? ?ŽƌƚĂĐŝƚ ?ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐŽĨƉĞĞƌƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĂŶĚĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƌŽůĞŵŽĚĞůƐ ?ĂŶĚ
role modelling) from User Voice to be beneficial and rewarding. For the future, User 
Voice may want to consider better combining the implicit and explicit aspects of 
mentoring and mentorship: formal trainings (and even certifications, as one 
Community Council member suggested) coupled with the embedded peer support 
already present within the organisation.  
 
¾ Active citizenship and desistance: ĞĐŽŵŝŶŐ ‘ĂĐƚŝǀĞĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ƉůĂǇĞĚĂŶŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƌŽůĞ
to Council members in a variety of ways, and was directly linked to a positive, 
desistance-oriented ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ? WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŽƵŶĐŝů
ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ ƚĂƉƉĞĚ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ ŽĨ ďĞŝŶŐ Ă  ‘ŐŽŽĚ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ ? P
helping others, bettering their environment or community, improving the quality of 
life for those around them, having a voice and choice, and mobilising others to 
contribute to the effort.  Prison Council participants, in particular, made links between 
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becoming active in their prison community and how this might transfer (or translate) 
into post-release life. Many wanted to get involved in local politics or community 
initiatives on the outside, or become advocates or mentors to others in the criminal 
justice system. Forging more connections between custodial and community life (like 
throughcare support services, discussed above) might assist many of these 
ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐŝŶĂĐŚŝĞǀŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌĚĞƐŝƌĞƐƚŽďĞĂŶ ‘ĂĐƚŝǀĞĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ ?ƵƉŽŶƌĞůĞĂƐĞ ?&ŽƌƐĞǀĞƌĂů
ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇŽƵŶĐŝůƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĞŶŐĂŐŝŶŐǁŝƚŚ ‘ůĞŐŝƚƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ǁĂƐƉŽǁĞƌĨƵů ?ĂŶĚŵĂĚĞ
ƚŚĞŵĨĞĞů  ‘ůĞŐŝƚ ?ĂƐǁĞůů ?KŶĞƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶt described the opportunities User Voice had 
afforded him by being invited to probation and political events, where he was able to 
listen and engage with high level people. His words sum up the significance and value 
of User Voice Councils:  
 
It made me feĞůŐŽŽĚ ?ůŝŬĞ/ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇďĞůŽŶŐĞĚƚŚĞƌĞ Q/ǁĂƐŶ ?ƚũƵƐƚĂĐŽŶ ?/ǁĂƐ
a person who had something important to say.   
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